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Reader, . ; ' ....... „ 

frTAving feriotniy ^rts'd iM^;W(5flt Jrt Jfcr&rMnai;! 
Ft thbughr T riiight btr feiVicfc?^t6 ^tpe-W^W 
gvvitig irt Enpfc a f Pfetf of ft mtich LeifrtriMg, ahMafr 
whence we may draw com* hieing Arg^ents W tfe tbnf- 
futirig of all the aflfcifticaf Ofnnlorts of our Agey 1 There* 
afre a fort of l^f-tened trten; ^W^i fe^ning. btfirof tiid 1 
Bible tfetfft^ mWMtrW 

cOnfradiaibn; ^F^liaf ihiy 'fhihk is erroheoas; will be ! 
iiire to exercift their wit irt pdblifhirtg ttf the Wo#what, 
in their judgment, makes any* f hin£^t$fttne aMJtftbfttr 
of rhofe'-hoto fctf 
look'd uporif by 'tfteWrntd antf ^idoiiS? 'a^cbm^Bfe'd'bJr 
Prophets or men impir'd by God without confidering that, 
to the moft undcrftanding perlbns, they onely fliew their 
ignorance, in that they underftand not how to give folutions 
to the difficulties of the Scriptures, which belongs onely 
fO the learned, or ehe their wilful] obftiriacy, in refolving 
to oppofe whatever (hall be authorisd either by Divine or 
Humane Authority. We have a frefli example of what 
I Um Jeer| laying in the perfon of him, who, not many 

A z ■:. years. 



To the Reader, 
i vm%W> occafioti'd the publiftiingof that .excellent Piece 
SI, A Letter to a Ve^ wherein jhe Authour has 
oney anfwer'd the Objections propos'd to him; but if 
the Won that was fo defirous to have his Scales ; an- 
fwerS, or any one^ jiavjlmy ijrtre f fuch like Objec- 
tions, they may hefe eltfier rfnd them particularly difcufs d, 
or elfe be inputted in the way how to refolve them them- 
feives. I could wifli this Criticifm hadbeen made by fome 
of <^wn^mufl»whoJ^ht haVellterd^no. 
thiifrf the (iSancfof | but \M left ? Jt|nely An* 
fffcdf rSflexioWfrpon tlie ftoteftaW Father Simon how- 
ever is lefs inveterate and makes fewer of his reflexions 
than could be expeded from a Roman Cathohck Dodour ; 
which thing is yet more pardonable in him in that he fpares 
not ewn.||em of his qwn Church. If nptwithftandin| 
wjia* Iftave alreaaV #id v ther^fliall |pe any at th| 

6t handling the Holy Scriptures, I give this caution to all 
fuch t^rfons, either to let it alone and not concern them- 
felve/wkb it, or elfe tp/ead^^clear diroush, by which 
timeioWt t not but^hey i-W^lbe fatisfyJ^ their too. 
iwce icmples; : As for the faults of the ^fs I cannot an- 
Cwerfor them not having had leifure enough for the cor- 
reding of them, wherefore I Ihall onely here advife that 
fre rnoft confideraUe errata's are printed at the beginning of 
the Book, wtefcr^;Reader f if at any time you chance to 
> doubt of the fenfe^ be.pleasd to turn your eye. ... 

Farewell, 
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Being I have at large explain V in the'firfi Chapter of 
this Hifiory the defign of my whole Wtirk, I jhaU ohely 
hen t fhew what y benefit we may theme draw, 
■ftofi, ft is ithpofible to under/} and ' throughly the ffoly 
Scriptures urilefs wffirft kmw the different fiates of the text 
of thefe Books according to the different times and places, 
and be faftrutledvf all the fever al changes that have happe- 
ned to it. This my underftand by the firjl Book of this 
Critical Biff dry ,'Me'rk 'i r have taken notice of the fever al 
revolutions of the Hebrety Text ' of the Bible from Mofes to 
our time-, add if J 'might 'be fufferjto.fpeakfomethinghere 
beforehand of the New Teftament, 1 could Jhew fome faults 
in thfilTrWnjfldthns thereof into our Tongue! which were not 
long Jincemade by two learned Divines, This_ could be occa- 

(a) fond 



The Authour's Preface 

frond, onely by the little rebellion they made upon the Hi/lory 
of the Text they tt /inflated. They confiderd hot for example 
that cnely by leaving out, in the third Chapter ofS, Luke, the 
Particle Or, which inEngliJhfignifiesNow, they favour d the 
opinions of the ancient Marcionite Hereticks, who affirm d that 
the two fir ft Chapters of S. Luke haabeen added to his Go/pel, 
and that they made it to begin with thefe words, In the fifteenth 
year of the reign of Tiberius Caefar, by leaving out the two 
foregoingChapters: concerning the Birthnndlnfanoyofour 
viour ,\ out the Church, who has always read, according to the 
Original and the ancient Latin Tranflation, Now in the fif- 
teenth year of the reign of Tiberius Or far, has always autho- 
rize the two fir (I Chapters, of S. Luke by, reafin of the Particle 
Or, Now, which the Grammarians call an aclverfative, which 
plainly denotes a connexion with fomething that went before. 
No one could imagine this P article to be of Jo. great confe- 
quence in this place without being inftrultedin the H? (lory 
of the New Teftament. But I am obliged to contain my felf 
within the Books of the Old Teflament. 

Secondly, It is to beobfervd that T, confidering onely their 
benefit who defire throughly to .undsrftand the Holy [ Scrip- 
tures, have inferred many ufefull principles for the refo/ving 
vfihe great eft difficult {es "of the Bible* and 'at. the fame time 
answering of the pkjellion^ wh/ch are ^fi^lly. brought againft 
the^ Author^ F^r example, having 

eftabUft^l in the Hebrew Commonwealth the Prophets ok, 
prttVic%lfr iters \ who took care of coUeUing faithfully the alls 
of what paff d of moft importance in the State, we need not 
too curioufly enquire, as ufually men do, who were the Ah- 
thours of each particular Book, of t(j^B{ble, becauje it is 
certain 1 that ' they iHre all writ by ^ which the. He- 
brew Commonwealth never wanted as long- as it lajied. 

Be/ides, as thefe fame Prophets, which rn#y he call'd \pub, T 
lick Writers, for the dijlmytijbing of them from other pri- 
vate 
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vote Writer 's, hatt, the liberty of coaling out of 
Mis which were kept in the Regi/ters of the Republick, and 
of giving a hew form to thefe fame Alls by adding or dimi- 
niping what they thought fit ; we may hereby gjve a very 
good reafon for the additions and alterations in the Holy 
Scriptures \\>ithout leffening of their Authority, jince theAu 
tho.urs of tkefe additions or alterations were real Prophets di 
relied by ttpe Spirit of God. Wherefore their alterations in 
the ancient Alls are of as great Authority as the reft of the 
Text of the Bible. 

We may by this fame principle eafily anfwer all the falje 
and pernicious conferences drawn by fy'moti from thefe al- Spinofa 
terations or additions for the running down the Authority of*™* 
the Holy Scripture, as if thefe correltions had been purely c . 8 . 
of humane Authority ; whereas he ought to have confiderd 
that the Authours of thefe alterations having had the Power 
of writing Holy Scriptures had alfo the Power of correlling 
them. Wherefore J have made , no fcruple to give fome 
examples of thefe alterations, and to conclude- that all we find 
in the Holy Scriptures was not writ by contemporary Au- 
thours. 

S. Jerom, Theodoret, and fever al other Fathers who were 
of this opinion, thought not that they hereby leffened the 
Authority of the Holy Scriptures, fuppofing at the fame 
time that the Authouys of thefe correllions were infpired 
by God. 

By this principle we may alfo eafily anfwer fever al obje*c» 
tions which are ufually made, to fbew that Mofes is not the 
onely Authour of the Books which we have under his name ; 
for they prove onely that fomething has been added in fieri es 
of time, which deftrfys not the Authority of the ancient Alts 
which were writ in Mofes'j time. 

Herein Spinoff has Jhewn his ignorante, or rather malice 
in crying down the Authority of tide Pentateuch, by reafon 

(a) z " of 
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offome alterations or additions therein, without considering 
the quality of the Ant hours of thefe alterations. 

We ought howe ver to take heed of multiplying thefe addi- 
tions or correllions, as Spinofa and fome others have very 
injudiciouflv done : but on the contrary we ought not abfo- 
lutely to deny them, or too fubtilly or nonfenfoally explain 
them, for thefe additions are of the fame Authority as the 
reft of the Scripture ; or elfe we muft confefs the whole not to 
be equally Divine and Canonical, as a Divine of Paris feems 
too boldly to have afferfed. 

< This. Divine has affirmed that the Writers of the Holy 
Scriptures Were infpird by God onely in things relating to 
matters of Faith % or which had fome neceffary connexion or 
relation thereto ; As for the other things in thefe Books, we 
ought not therein to acknowledge a more particular inspira- 
tion of God than in other Works which have- been writ by 
godly perfons. But befides that this principle is dangerous 
it is direllly opppfite to the Doltrine of the Ntw Teflament, 
which acknowledges every thing throughbut thi whole Scrip- 
ture for prophetical, and to have been infpir d. Wherefore 
T thought I ought to- lay down fome principles whereby we 
might afcribe every thing in the Holy Scriptures to Prophets 
or perfons infpird by God, even to the alterations themfelves, 
thbfe onely excepted which- had happened" through length of 
tim\ or negligenc'i of Tranfcribers. ' 
' We may by this fame principle of pub lick Writers or Pro- 
phets, which collelled the Alls of what pajpd of mofi impor- 
tance "in the Hebrew. Cdmmdnwealth, give reafons for {eve- 
ral\xprefji6ns in the Books of Moths,, which febm to fuppofe 
himnottqbethe4?tthourofthem.\ 

The pub lick Writers which were in hi% time and writ out 
theft ancient Alls, have fpoke of Moles in the third perfvn, 
and, have ttf'd fever al other fuch like exprejions which could' 
net be Mofe$V ; But they for all that have never the lefs. 

■•*'■' Author 
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Authority ; becaufe they can be afcrib'd onely 10 perfons which 
Moles had commanded to put into writing the mojl important 
allions of his time. fc 4 

We ought to apply this fame principle to Jofliua, Judges, 
and other Books which Spinofa has endeavoured to Icfjln the 
Authority of pretending that fome things have been added. 
He does Aben Ezra injury in affirming that this Rabbin did 
not take Mofes to be the Authour of the Pentateuch, where- 
as what he has from him onely proves that there have been 
fbme additions inferted into the ancient Alls , which we 
cannot deny to be Mofes'j, at leaft but that they were writ 
in his time and by his order. 

The fame Spinofa {hews his ignorance yet more in the chap. 27. 
{ame place, where he concludes that t the Book of Mofes was J 0 ' 11 ' 8 ' 
much lefs than the prefent one , becaufe it was writ within 
the compafs of an Altar of twelve Stones^- but he is clearly 
miftahn in thinking that the places <?f Deuteronomy and 
Jofllua which he alledges fpeak of the whole Law of Mofes, 
whereas there, are onely fome Ordinances of Mofes fpoke of 
which he commanded Jhould be obfervd, and that they might 
tbe better obferye them he commanded them to be writ upon- 
twelve Stones, or . Pillars. This is Jo true, that Spinofa 
could not but mention in the {cries of his dijcourje this ex- 
planation, although he endeavours to pervert it at much a\ 
he can. This paffage and feveral others fuch like are ex- 
plain d in the firjl Book of this Hiftory Chap. 6. where I 
have largely foewn what the word Law fignifies in the 
Books of Mofes. 

Thirdly, This principle which I have laid down, comer 
rrining the way how the Holy Scriptures which we have at 
prefent have been, collelled, we having onely an abridgment 
of the Alls which were prejervd intire in the Regi{lery of 
the Repullick ; This principle I fay is of great ufe for the 
refolving af many difficult ([ueftiofts concerning Chronology 
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and the Genealogies* * For if it is certain that thefe Books 
are bnely abridgments of larger Alts, and that they gave to 
the people onely what they thought was neceffary for their 
infirutlion, we cannot affirm that alt the Genealogies in this 
abridgment are fuccefioe one to another.. Wherefore we way 
by this means* reconcile fever al manifefi contraditlions in 
thefe Genealogies when they are fet down in fever al places, 
We cannot aljo ftate any exall Chronology upon the authority 
of thefe Books, becauje that things are not always fet down 
according to the rimes they happened in. Becauje they often 
onely jbind fever al Alls together in Jhort, referring us to 
thefe fame Alls which were kept more at large in the Begi- 
Jteries which might in thof'e times have been confulfed. 

For the better eflablijhing this principle we may hereto 
joyn the obfervation which we have in this Hiftory made 
concerning the wajof writing of Booh heretofore upon little 
leaves, which were ufually onely roll'd one upon another, with- 
out beingfown together upon a little Roller, tt has happened 
that as the order of thefe ancient Leaves or Scrolls has not 
been carefully enough kept, the order of things has beenfome- 
times chdng'd. Wherefore we ought not to blame the Au- 
thours of the Holy Scripture for the diforder infome places of 
the Holy Scripture ; but we ought to complain of a misfortune 
which has happened to all ancient Books. This is partly the 
caufe why the Hebrew Samaritan Test agrees not wholly 
with the Jewifh Pentateuch, although thefe two Pentateuchs 
are Copies from one and the fame Copy. We find alfo fuch 
like tranfpojitions in the ancient eft Greek Copies of the Sep- 
tuagint Tranflation, which S. Jerom and before him Origen 
fcrupled not to corrett. 

I had rather have recourfe to this principle than to mofl 
of the anfwers which are ufually brought for the excufing of 
thefe fort of tranfpofitions in the Scripture Text. It is for 
example faid in Gen. io. that Abimelech fell in love with 

Sarah, 
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Sarah, and yet the H'tfiorian had a little before Jaid, that 
Sarah and Abraham \vm well ftricken in years. We 
ought methink* patch rather t* lay this fault concerning the 
method of things upon the difpofition of the ancient Scrolls* 
which in this and many other places has been changd^ than 
to fly to a miracle, and to fuppoje, as fome Authours do, that 
God by a particular providence had reftord to Sarah the 
beauty of her youth. 

We may aljo fay that in abridging of the Scripture to give 
it to the People, they havd not always obferved the order of 
times, but have chiefly endeavoured to give thofe Hiftories 
which they thought were mojl proper for the inflruHing of the 
People. 

We. may join with this principle another not much different 
from this, by which we may give rqafons for many repetiti- 
ons of the jame things. It is probable that they who joyn*d 
together the ancient Records for the making of the Body of 
canonical Scriptures which we at prefent have, troubled not 
themfelves to leave out feveral Synonimous terms which were 
in their Copies y and perhaps were, added far a farther illu- 
ftr-athn j thefe repetitions not feeming to them to be altoge- 
ther Jupe/fluous , becauje they fetvd for* explanation, they 
thought not- fit. to leave them wholly out. We ought me- ■• 
thinks rather to have recourfe to this principle than to 
make. Mofes or the Scribes of his time to be the Authours 
of many repetitions which are in his Bocks, as well as of a 
great* many tranfpefitions. And this is the chief reafon why 
/? chofe rather herein to follow the obinhn of S. Jerom 
and J ever al. other Fathers, who have been of opinion that 
Mofcs.was not the Aut.hour of the whole Pentateuch as we 
at pzefents have it. 

Wejught mt for all this always to have recourfe to thefe 
principles t where we find repetitions or traufpojitiens in the 
Scripture. "I have on the contrary Jhewn that the Hebrews 

were 
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were not very polite miters, that they ufuatty tranfpoid 
or repeated the fame thing, and thatfometimes they onely 
beein one matter, and then o* a fudden go to another, and 
afterwards readme their former difcourje. We may eafily 
Merit and this "ftyle in the Books of the New Teflament 
efpecUlly in the Epiflles of S. Paul. But as it would be 
hard to juflifie all the tranjpofitions and repetitions in. the 
Bcoks of Mofes by their ways of exprejjing themjelves, I 
have hid recourfe to other rules, leaving however every 
one the liberty of believing as he pleajes, becauje theje que- 
flions arefuch as we may be ignorant of, and may /peak 
freely of without any prejudice to Religion. In quibus, 
faysS. Auguftin, falva fide qua Chriftiani fumus, aut ig- 
noratur quid verum fit , & fententia dcfinitiva fufpendi- 
tur, aut aJitcr quam eft humana & infirma fufpicione con- 

jicitur. , , 

Fourthly, the great alterations which have happened, as 
we have Jhe'wn in the firft Booh of this Work, to the Copies 
of the Bible fince the firft Originals have been loft, utterly 
deflroy the Proteflants and Socinians Principle, who confult 
onely thefe fame Copies of the Bible as f we at prefent have 
them. If the truth of Religion remain d not in the Church, 
it would be unfafe to fearchfor it at prefent in Books which 
have been fubject to fo many alterations, and have in many 
things depended upon the pleafure of Tranfcribers ; It is 
certain that the Jews, who have writ out thefe Books, have 
took the liberty of adding and leaving out certain letters 
according as they thought fit, and yet the fenfe of the Text 
often depends upon thefe letters ; whereto we may add the un- 
certainty of the Hebrew Grammar, which could never be 
perfectly reflofd ftnee its being lofi. This has been ex- * 
plain d at large at the end of the firft Book, where we 
have given an account of the rife and progrefs of the .Jewifh 
Grammar. 

Befides, 
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Befides, the Criticifm we have made of the chief Tranfla- 
tions of the Bible is an evident proof that it is almofl im- 
pojfible to tranflate the Holy Scripture, efpecially if we join 
herewith the projett of a new Tranflation fet down at the 
beginning of the third Book. Thofe Proteflants without 
doubt are either ignorant or prejudiced who affirm that the 
Scripture is plain of it felf. As thev have laid afide the 
Tradition of the Church, and will acknowledge no other 
principle of Religion but the Scripture it felf, they were 
obliged to fuppoje it plain and fufficient for the eflalliflung 
the truth of Faith without any Tradition. 

But if we but confider the conclufions which the Prote- 
flants and Socinians draw from the fame principle, we Jhatt 
be convincd that their principle is mt jo plain as they ima 
gin, fince thefe comlufions are fo different and the one abjo- 
lutely denies what the other affirms. 

jfnftead of believing with the Proteflants that the Jhortefl 
and mofl certain way of deciding the queflions of Faith is to 
confult the Holy Scriptures, we fhall on the contrary find in 
this Work that if we join not Tradition with the Scripture, 
we can hardly affirm any thing for certain in Religion. We 
cannot be faid to quit the word of God by joining therewith 
the Tradition of the Church , fince he who refers us to the 
Holy Scriptures has alfo refer d us to the Church whom he 
has trufled with this holy pledge. 

Before the Law was writ by Mofes the ancient Patriarchs 
preferud their Religion in its purity by Tradition onely. 
After the Law was writ the Jews always upon difficulties 
confultedthe Interpreters of this Law; and although they have 
too much encreafed their Traditions through feries of time t 
we ought not for all that to find fault with thefe fame Tra- 
ditions but the men who have been the depofitaries of them. 
As for the New Teflament, the Go/pel was eftahlijhed in 
many Churches before any thing of it was writ, and fince 

(b) that 
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that time S. Ifctteus, Tertullian and the nthr firfl Fathers- 
have not, in their dilutes atainfl Heretkks, had recourfe 
fo much to the word of God contained in the Holy Scrip- 
tures, as to this fame word which was not written but pre- 
ferv } d in the chief Churches which had been founded ky the 

A ^When thefe Bijhops were affembkd in Councils they eve- 
ry one declared the belief of their own Churchy fo that this 
belief received in the firft Churches fervid afterwards as a 
rule for the explaining of the difficult places of the Scripture. 
Wherefore the Fathers of the Council of Trent wifely or* 
daindthat no one fhould interpret the Scripture againft 
the common opinion of the Fathers ; and this fame Council 
made the not written Traditions to be of equal authority 
with the word of God contain d in the Holy Scriptures ; he- 
caufe it fupposd that thofe Traditions which were not writ 
proceeded from our Saviour who communicated them to his 
Apoftles, and from thence they at laft came down to us. 

We may call thefe Traditions an abridgment of the Chn* 
ftian Religion, which has been ftnee the beginning of Chrifli\ 
anity in the firft Churches apart from the Holy Scripture, 
by this ancient abridgment of the Chriftian Religion we 
ought to explain the difficulties of the Scripture, as the Pro- 
teftants themfelves and amongfi others Illyricus and Du Plef 
fis are of opinion, Thus they an oblig d to acknowledge tlx 
true Tradition of the Church, although they affirm the contrary 
in their difputes againft the Catholicks* We can eftablifh 
no unity in Religion without fuppojfng this ancient uniformi- 
ty of belief grounded upon the common confent of the firft 
Apoftolical Churches, and befides we cannot well confute the 
Soc/nians fubtilties but by this means. f 

To conclude, although ' the Council of Trent ordain d that 
we fhould not in interpreting of the Scripture deviate from 
the explanations of the Fathers, it has not for all that pr* 

hibited- 
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hibited private perfons from fearching out of other expla- 
nations of places not relating to matters of Faith We may 
on the contrary fay that men never endeavour dfo much to 
find out new interpretations of the Scripture Text as fxnee 
this Council. They thought not that the Fathers had through- 
lyfifted the matter. Wherefore I have made bold to give 
my opinion upon their Commentaries in the third Book. 
I have obferved both their failures and perfections ; and 
laftly I have examind their Works according to the rules 
of Criticifm , becaufe in thofe places there u no mention 
made of matters of Faith. We however at prefent find 
Come learned perfons who cottett onely whatever they can 
find out of the Fathers Books upon the Scripture, as if the 
Fathers had better fucceeded than the other Interpreters of 

the Bible. . /• / 

They who fearch after truth it felf without prejudice value 
not perfons names nor their antiquity, efpeciatty in things not 
relating to Faith ; and it is certain that mdft of the Fathers 
have not had all the neceffary helps nor time enough to fearch 
into the great difficulties in the Scripture. The Commen- 
taries of the modern Interpreters ought in many places to 
be prefer rd before thofe of the ancient ones, and we ought ra- 
ther to fearch for Religion in the Fathers Interpretations 
than literal explanations of the Scripture Text. There are 
few who have apply d themfelves to this fort of ftudy, and 
amongft the Latin Fathers there have been none except 
S. Jerom who were capable of doing it. Wherefore for the 
carrying on of my defign of obfervyg what I thought was ne- 
ceffary for the undemanding of the Scripture, it was con* 
venient that I fhould confult the Jewijh Commentaries as 
weU as thofe of the Catholick Dottours, that every one might 
be inftrulted as well in the method which has been obferv'd 
even to this time in the Synagogue, as in the Church, for 
the explaining of the Holy Scriptures: I have join d with 
11 ( b) z the 
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the latter the ? rot eft ant and Socinian Aut hours, to the end 
one may profit by their new difcoveries in this ftudy, as the 
Fathers heretofore consulted the Greek Tranjlations of the 
Bible which had been made by the greateft enemies of the 
Church. 

Befides the principles I have already obfervd which may 
be found in federal places of this Hijtory, lean affirm that 
I have copy d from no Authour who has writ before me up- 
on any part of this Subjett, being perfwaded that we have 
already but too many Books of all forts, and but very few 
good ones. 

For the avoiding this fault, and that I might at the fame 
time be^ ufefull to the Publick, I have carefully read over 
the Works of the chief Authcurs , who have writ upon the 
Criticifm of the Bible ; and after having obfervd their faults 
for my particular inftruHion I thought I might publijh them, 
having no other defign but to be ufefull to others-, I dare 
affirm that I have wanted no necejjary helps for the corn- 
pleating of this Work. I have had for a long- time within 
my own power a great many Books which were brought out 
of the Levant, and are at prefent in the Library of the 
Fathers of the Oratory of Paris, and befides having followed 
no other employment , / have had leifure enough to think 
upon a Work of this importance. I have alfo, through, the 
help of m\ friends, confulted many learned and judicious 
perfons, thereby to know their opinions upon the greatejl dif- 
ficulties.. 

But after all I found Jjjat no one had hitherto throughly 
fearch'd into the Criticifm of the Scripture ; every one has 
commonly fpoke according to his prejudices. The Jews, for 
example, who confulted onely their Authours, have had but 
a very (lender knowledge herein, and they have contented 
themf elves, with admiring what they under flood not. As for 
the. Chriftians, moft of the Fathers have been fo much pr$- 

judicd 
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fudicd in favour of the ancient Tranflations of the Church, 
that they have wholly neglelted the Hebrew Text, befides 
that they have not had all the neceffary helps for the through 
examining of what belongs to the Criticifm of the Bible. 

As for the Writers of our times, whether Catholicks or 
Proteftants, I have found none who were wholly free from 
prejudice. The two Buxtorfs, who have got much reputa- 
tion, especially amongft the Proteftants, have in moft of their 
Works onely fhewn they were biafsd in favour of the Rab- 
bins opinions, without having confulted any other Authours. 
Father Morin on the contrary was prejudiced againft the 
Rabbins before he had read them, and under pretence of 
defending the ancient Translations of the Church, he has 
colletledaU the proofs he could find to deft roy the originals 

of the Bible. , . 

There is indeed much more judgment tn Ludovicus Capel- 
lus* Criticifm, but as he endeavour d hardly any thing elfe but 
to find out the various readings, he has multiply d them. 
Wherefore I have in this Hiftorj laid down fame principles 
for the explaining of feveral various readings, without bla- 
ming the Tranfcribers for being miftaken in all thofe places. 
Befides Capellus has taken for various readings fome down- 
right errours of Tranfcribers, which might be eafily correc- 
ted by good Copies: Laftly, he has not methinks given au- 
thority enough to the Mailbret, which has fixd the way of 
reading the Hebrew Text of the Bible. For although the 
Jews have not been infallible in their Maflbrct or Criticifm, 
we ought not however to rejell or (lefpife it onely becaufe 
it coma from the Jews. As the que ft ion is about the cu- 
ftom of reading, we ought to confult them amongfl whom 
this cuftom has been prefervd. But notwithftanding ihefe 
faults and fome others which I mention not here, Capellus 
his Work ought to be preferred before all others upon this 
Subject, and although he was a Proteftant he. was. not pre- 
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juiiei in favour of thofe of his Religion. They of Geneva, 
Sedan and Leyden opposed the publifhing of this Book for 
ten years together, being perfwaded it deftrofd the prin- 
.cipli of their Religion, and oblig'd them to have recourfe 
: to the 1 Tradition of the Catholicks. - W% f > 

Father Morin */ the Oratory and Father Merfennus, aMi- 
■nimme, got the Kings Licence for the printing o it. This 
jo alarmed the Court of Rome that it had almoji condemn d 
it, it being a thing without precedent that heretical Books 
wherein matters of Divinity are treated of fhould 'h t prin- 
ted in France with the Kin£s Licence. But Father • Morin 
who had helped forward the printing of it t and perhaps had 
mt forefeen all the conferences, writ to Cardinal trancis 
Barberini, that they at Rome did Capel us a ktndnefs in 
condemning his Criticifm which had created him the hatred 
of thofe of his Sett, and that at the fame time they did 
the Catholicks injury, who made ufe of this Book to (hew that 
the Proteflants have no certain principle of their Religion 
having rejected the Tradition of the Church ; Capel us 
however never intended to draw this conference from his 

Book. . - , - 

Laflly, Voflius, who could not allow of the ignorance of 
fome Proteflants, whom he calls half Jews, undertook in a 
Work for that purpofe to defend the Septuagint Tranflatton, 
but, under pretence of rejetling the Maflbret Copies, he has 
flown into another extream concerning the Septuagtnt, fothat 
we may fay there are very few perfons who have been able to 
keep the medium which was necefary for the finding out of 
the truth. This I have endeavoured to do in this Work, by 
preferving as much as joffibly I could the authority of the 
original Hebrew, and Jranjlations. I have had no prejudice 
either for the Greek, Latin, Hebrew, or any other Language. 
But I have carefully examined according to the rules of Cri- 
ticifm the Hebrew Text and all the Tranjlations ; and after 

having 
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having obfervd the various readings, I have fhewn how we 
might correli the faults in the prefent Copies. 

If we ought to rejell the original Hebrew becaufe of the 
faults which are therein, we ought alfo for the fame reafon 
to rejeil all the ancient Tranjlations of the Church which 
have been made from the Hebrew, becaufe they are alfo 
faulty as well as the Hebrew Text, and confequently wc 
ought to admit if no Copy of the Scripture ; But thefe ex* 
treams are very dangerous, 

Origen and S. Jerom, who found many faults in the an- 
cient Greek Copies of the Septuagint Tranflation, would not 
for all that rejcil it ; they endeavour d onely to reflore it 
according to the common rules of Criticifm. I have followed 
the example of thefe two great men, and as there has been 
nothing upon this Jubjett as yet in French, no one ought to 
wonder why I make ufe fometintes of certain exprefftons which 
are not altogether exatl French ; every art has peculiar 
terms which are in a manner cenfecrated to it. Thus we 
/hall often find in this Work the word Critick, and fome 
other fitch like, which I have been forced to ufe the better to 
exprefs my felf according to the terms of the art I treated of 
Befides perfons who are Scholars are already us'd to thefe 
terms in our Tongue. When we fpeak, for example, of Ca- 
pellurt Book, pointed under the title of Critica Sacra, and 
of the Engli jh Commentaries caWd Critici Sacri, we fay in 
French La Critique de Capelle, Les Critiques d'Angle- 
terre. 

It is alfo to be obfervd that for the making my felf more 
ufefuU to the world, I ufually fet down the Teftimonies.of 
the Aut hours I make ufe of in abridgment onely and accor- 
ding to the fenfe, there being nothing more tedious than 
long Quotations of paffages where fometimes there are onely 
five or fix words which are neceffary. I defignd onely in 
this Work to fpeak many things in few words, and that my • 

citations 
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citations might be of greater credit I have put at the end 
of the Book a Catalogue of the Authours I have quoted which 
are not well known, . 

But I have {poke enough of the defign and profit of this 
Work, lam now onely to defire thofe who will take the pahs 
to reade it carefully, to tell me charitably of my faults, to 
the end that I may profit by their admonitions. It u but 
reajonable that after having crittcisd upon Jo many Authours 
I Jhould fubmtt my felf to the cenfure of others. 
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CHAP. I. 

Concerning the Hebrew Text of the Bihle from Mofes to our 
time. 

the e/ejtgn of the whole Work^ with fever al illuft rat ions 
on the fame Subject. 

NOne can doubt but that the truths contained in the Holy 
Scripture are infallible and of Divine Authority •, fince 
they proceed immediately from God, who in this has 
onely made ufe of the miniftry of Men to be his Interpreters. 
So there is no perfon either Jew or Ghriftian, who does not ac- 
knowledge that the Scripture being the pure word of God, is at 
the fame time the firft principle and foundation of Religion. 

B But 
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A>f ™ Vippti the DeDofitories of thefe facred Books, as 

Rilt as Men hayc^c en the D.po u 

well as of all other jf^^ 1 ;^ there mult needs happen 
fome changes, : as « wherefore S. -Agtffe recommends 

If thfs Fate »?SU and FrU, who had writ to him from 
tj^^^ff- 'tew^SolZwl****, iS which they made it plainly 

&^*«*tn£ Latin Tongue. S. ^^52 t 1 ^c^^B^ 
doubts than by directing them to the beft C cms of the J BiMe, 
jindbv eiving them feveral rules of Critic Ime whereoy tney 
mfghfflThe vulgar Greek »d l^n Ccp.g «hers more 
ro?reft and even by the original Hebrew. He ireeiy acKnow- 
ledeef thafto wr t to thefe Ladies, with any fort of exadnefs, 
upon the d ifficu es of Criticifme which they had propped to 
Sfm he hadmo e need of Learning than Wit. Q»*rms«mrern 
^ioperis& majoris imriM* in qua fenbenns non tngmmnfii 

"l^n^Sy is at this timenegleded, and there are few 
thaUDDlv themfelves to it with diligence, by teafon of the great 
d SffiSSSS nwt with, I thought I might be profitable to the 
Sck m Riving them a critical Hiftory of the Texts of the Bible 
From ^ to our time, and of the chief TranOations which have 
been made as well by Jews as Chriftians : to which I have 
added a projeft of a new Tranflation of the Bible after having 
mark't the defeds of moft of thofe which have hitherto been 
made-, laftof all I have concluded this Work with a Criticifme 
upon the beft Commentaries on the Bible, to the end one might 
not onely be inftruded in the Text of the Holy Scriptures, but 
alfo in the way whereby we ought to explain them. I am periwa- 
d«d one cannot reade the Bible with profit, if one be not firft of aH 
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inftruded in that which regards the Criticifme of the Text, and 
one (hall find herein feveral remarks touching the ftyle of the 
Scripture, which is much more obfeure than people ufually 

think it * 

I have divided this Work into three Books, the firft of which 
treats at large of the Authours of the Bible, which I have called 
Prophets mthyofephtts and moft of the Fathers, becaufe they were Mei*. 
in efTed directed by the Spirit of God, and that S. Peter calls the m ' 
whole Scripture Prophecies. 

During the Hebrew Commonwealth, there were from time 
to time among them thefe forts of perfons infpired by God, were 
it to write divine and prophetick Books, as the fame Jofephut has 
remark't •, or, as Eufebius fays, to diftinguilh betwixt thofe which |uf di t *jp, 
were truly prophetick and others that were not. Wherefore we u * 
ought not to fearch with too much curiofity who have been the 
particular Authours of every Book of the Bible -, itfuflketh ac- 
cording to the Maxime of Gregory the Great, that thefe Books Jg/ftf 
were written by Prophets. Qui* h*c fcripferit valde fupcrvacue ' ' ,0 ' 
tputritur, cum tamen Author Libri Spiritus Santtus fiaeliter ere- 
datur. 

I have called thefe.Prophets, Scribes, as they are termed in the 
Bible or publick Writers, to diftinguilh them from private Wri- 
ters, who apply'd themfelves ordinarily to the writing of the Hi- 
ftory of their times, onely out of the motives of intereft, whereas 
the Prophets we fpeak of, did raithmliy colled the tranfadions 
that palled in the whole ftate and kept them in Regifteries or- 
dain'd for that purpofe. 
If thefe publickWriters were in theHcbrew Commonwealth from 
the time of Mofes, as is extreamly probable, it will be very eafie to 
fatisfie all difficulties that may be brought to (hew that the Penta- 
teuch was not wholly written by Mofes ; which is ordinarily pro- 
ved by the manner of its writing, which feems to infinuate that 
fome other than Mofes collected the Ads, and put them down 
in writing : fuppofing thefe publick Writers, to them we may 
attribute what relates to the hiftorical part of thefe Books, and 
to Mofes all that which belongs to the Laws and Ordinances, and 
it is this which the Scripture calls the Law of Mofes: thus one 
may fay in this lenfe that the whole Pentateuch is truly Mofes\ 
becaufe thofe who made the .Collection lived in his time, ana dia 
not do it but by his order. 

B 2 The 
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The ufe of thefe Prophets or publick Writers continued fue- - 
ceflivcly in the Hebrew Commonwealth for we fee that the 
Scripture ftyles Prophets Sawud, Nathan, Gad, Ahia, and fome 
others who had writ the Annals of their times, out of which 
part of the Books of the Bible which are come to bur hands are 
compofed, as it evidently appears from the Hiftories contained 
in the Books of the Kings and in the Chronicles. 

One may further, from this principle of pubJick Writers give 
tolid reafons of many additions and changes which we find in the 
Holy Scriptures. And it will be very difficult to explain them 
by any other means than this. One may take notice then that 
t iele Prophets or publick Writers, were not onciy chare'd with 
the collection of the Ads, which fell out in their time, and the 
reducing them to Regifterics, but they gave fometimes a new 
frorm to the Ads themfelves whhh had been collected by their 
Prcdeceflours, by adding or diminifhing according as they 
M ? °»Sht fit. Their Collisions for all this had never the left 
5S?jr A "£ h , ont y> f Modern has judicioufly obferved, on the loth! 
of Jofbua, where he attires us that the Hiftory that we have under 
the name of Mma is not his ; but that it was extraded from an- 

tohl Coneftlo^s ICh AUth ° Ur dteS th3t WC mi6ht give Credit 

wsflJf V hoh ? th m n h a lea ™ed Commentary upon the fame 
Hiftory, /hews that Tojhua could not write all which is there re- 
ported: becaufe there are Adions which happened not till a 
J? S S » te , rh,n ^ and "isthe fame thing with moft part of 
he other "Books ;of the Bible fo that it is not abfolutely neSary 
2?» , the A Pf^s which we find in the Bible mould be intrely 
Written by Authours of the fame Age, and who were witnefle of 
the things which they report, otherwise we mail give no credit to 

truth, we are methinks obliged to have recourfe to thefe oublick 
Writers we fpoke of, to render the Holy Scr ptures AutiSSdf 

^^^^ m ^^ l K Aa * whichwere in ^ 

jvegnteries.* to add, diminim and change according as thev 
thought fit, and the Books, as Enfebim fays, w tiTwhdlcS 
fared, were reviewed by'perfons in^^X^SS 
whether they were trulyprophetick and divine. ' ) & 

The 
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The Fathers alfo confirm our opinion, touching the "Prophets, 
or publick Writers, in the perfon of Efdras, whom they ac- 
knowledge to be the compiler of the Bible which we atprefent 
make ufe of : for were it that Efdras made a new the holy Scrip- v.^u. 
turcs as fome of them alfure us, or that he did oncJy collcft rhc 
ancient Records, adding, dirninifliing, or changing what he 
thought neceifary, as others with more probability Hay, it will 
nevcrthclefs be true that Efdrat could not compofe tli is body of 
Scripture, with thefe alterations, but in quality of Prophet or 
publick Writer *, fo is he called in the fame Scripture, by way of 
eminency, the Scribe or Writer. It is moreover certain that the 
Books of the Bible that are come to our hands, are but abridg- 
ments of the ancient Records, whichwere more full and copious, 
before the laft abridgment was made for the publick ufe of the 
people : this opinion, which is Origen\ and fome other Fathers, e>. 
is conformable to the Scripture, which very often refers the Rea- "' Atrlc " 
der to the ancient Ads more at large recited, which the Jews no 
doubt did for fome time prcferve in their Regifteries. Even 
Temtllian thought that the Jews have fuppreft many Books of the Tertui. 
Bible for particular reafons : However it is, none can doubt but 
that we want at prefent whole Hiftories and Prophecies which 
the Scripture makes mention of. The Jew, who compofed the 
Book intituled Cozxi is of the fame opinion with Origcn, that CoZ,i - 
thofe who made the Collection of the holy Scriptures, put down 
nothing but what they thought neceifary for the inftrudion of the 
people, and that the reft remained in their Regifterics. 

As then thefe Books are but the abridgments of much more 
large Records, One cannot eftablifh upon the Scripture an cxad 
and certain Chronology, becaufe the Genealogies are not always 
immediate: we have a confiderable example hereof even in the. 
Genealogies which are fetdown in the Line of our Saviour, and 
it is eafie to produce other examples. It would be fooli/h, for 
example, to acknowledge no other Kings of Per fa, but thofe, 
which are fet down in the Scripture, and to eftablifh thereupon a. 
Chronology, as moft part of the Rabbins have done very injudi- 
cioufly. On the contrary thofe that know that there is nothing, 
fpoke of in the Bible but what relates to the Jews, have made no 
rcruple to have recourfe to prophane Authours, where they find, 
many other Kings, and by confequence a much larger Chrono- 
logy : one may reconcile by this means with more eafe facred 

Chrono 
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Chronol6gy with prophane, in fupplying by the one what one 
thinks is wanting in the other. 

Befides thefe changes which we have already explained, and 
which one may attribute to thofe who have by authority made the 
collection of the Bible, we have fet down many others, which 
we ought to lay to the injury of Time and the negligence of 
Tranfcribers. As the Hebrew Copies were formerly written up- 
on little Scrolls or Leaves placed one upon another, every one 
of which made a Volume, it has happened that the order of thefe 
Scrolls being by chance changed, the order of things has been 
accordingly tranfpofed. The Jews did not at that time ftitch 
together their Scrolls with fo much exactnefs as they do at pre- 
fent, and that was common to all the Books which the Criticks 
have fince corrected. Origen and S. Jerome have re-eftabliftVt 
many tranfpofitions in the Greek Copies of the Septuagint, chief- 
ly in the Prophecy of Jeremiah and in the Book of Job ; where 
SieS there ar . e tranfpofitions of Verfes and whole Chapters. Thefe 
Fathers in thofe days writ their Criticifines in a Language under- 
ftood by the people, and S. Jerome addrelTes himfelf fometimes 
to Ladies in his critical Remarks on this Subject. He writes 
to Panla and Euflochittm that the Book of Efther, as it was read in 
the Church, was full of errours and he moreover affirms that 
there wanted near feven or eight hundred Verfes in the Book of 
U r"i 1 beIieve neverthelefs that we ought to read in this place of 

nb.km. S - Jerome, fepmaginta fermh am ottoginta Verfm, and not feptin- 
w. gemi or oZHngenti becaufe there is little probability that in a 
Book which confifts at prefent but of about a thoufand Verfes 
there fhould want eight hundred, after what manner foever we 
explain the Verfes, which were at that time more fhort than thev 

EfiS. ? r l at pref T' u- W ^ fll , a11 M k eire ^here. However it il 
b, Jerome calls this Book, Decitrtatum, laceratm & corrofom- 
and in his Preface upon Jeremiah he obferves that the order of 
rSl Hi 0 ^ Prophecy were altogether mifplac't in the 
Greek and Latin Copies, that is to fay in the Septuagint TranHa- 

%^%£%*3L onely authendck ol acknowled ^ 

The people which were advertifed of thefe errours, and of 
SS y th?£5 W ^ of Tranfcribers had'broughi 

he F^L h « 0l ^ S 7i ptllreS .' u Were not at 311 fcandaliz'd at it, and 
the Fathers noted them with much liberty, as we may fee in their 

Commen- 
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Commentaries chiefly upon the New Teftament, where they ob- 
ferve the tranlpofition of words, the divers readings and other 
alterations ; part of which they Jay upon the Hcrcticks of thofe 
times, whom they accufe for altering the Greek Tranilations of 
the New Teftament. They were perfwaded that thefe errours 
that were crept into the Bible by the means of thefe Tranfcribers, 
had no relation to Faith or good Manners* or carried any weight- 
to the framing of the Judgment which we ought to make of the 
Scriptures in general. 

This does not hinder us but that we fliould acknowledge the 
Divine Providence in the prefervation of this Book which has paft 
through fo many hands and fo many ages. A great many of thefe 
errours of Tranfcribers relate to the Chronology and Genealo- 
gies in the Books of the Old Teftament: but we may fay with 
S. jiugHftint that thefe difficulties are in the number of thofe of 
which we may fpeak freely and we may be ignorant of falva Fide s. Aug. 
qua Ghriftiani fumm : wherefore although he was perfwaded that 
the Tranflation of the Septuagint was Divine and Prophetick, he 
makes no fcruple fometimes to leave it •, and does fay that the 
Greek Copies are corrupt in fuch and fuch places. 

This fame Providence has likewife not permitted the Jews ma- ori?. 
licioufly to corrupt the holy Scriptures, as many Fathers fecm to 
reproach them. Origen, S. Jerome and S. Auguftine have done 
them more juftice j and thofe who at this day reproach the Jews 
with the fame thing have not thoroughly examined the matter. 
'Tis this that made me with more exactnefs to fearch into the 
truth and examine the fenfe of the Fathers upon this Subject. 
^ It is true that Origen and S. Jerome fpeak fometimes after the 
fame manner as the other Fathers do againft the Jews, but I have 
made it appear that in thofe places they conform themfelves to 
the common Opinions, and that elfewhere they declare their 
thoughts with more freedom. This method of writing is very 
ufual with thefe two Fathers, and S. Jerome juftifies it very often 
againft thofe that accus'd him of being wavering in his Opinions, 
and at the fame time vindicates Origen. Moreover he gives rules 
how one may know when he fpeaks according to other mens Opi- 
nions, though he makes no mention at all of them. Ribera the Rfr ■««. 
Jefuit^ who had ferioufly read the Works of S. Jerome, fays, in 
Ipeaking of him, Solet fape mlgares interpretations cr opiniones 
feqni, ne mm multis repngnare videatnr. Contemns ant Oh ant alibi 
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W vtrm em docuifc. One may obferve then that there is a 
great deal of difference betwixt that which concern the Articles 
of our Faith, and that which belongs fimp y to Criticifme The 
Fathers have explain'd thcmfelves feveral ways upon the latter 
but not upon the former. Nevertheless Ongen and S. Jerome 
have accufed the lews, (according to the common Opinion of 
that time) for having falfified the Scripture, and deny it elfe- 
Whcre as their own real Sentiments. 

1 do not think it ncceflary for me to run over the divers readings 
which the Fathers have made remarks on in the holy Scriptures, 
fince the raoft part of thofe who have made exact Commentaries 
on the Bible have already obferved them. S. Jerome alone luffices 
for what concerns the feveral readings in the Hebrew Text j - be- 
caufchevery often afcribes the difference which is between the 
new Tranflation and that of the Septuagint to the variance of the 
Hebrew Copies. The Church feems in fome fort to authorile 
thefe diverlities, fince we reade them in the places of pubhek 
Worfliip, and find them in Books confecrated to the fame pur- 
pofe. She receives for example equally the Chronology of the 
Hebrew Text according to the vulgar Tranllation and that of the 
Septuagint, which is read every year in the Churches on Chriftma* 
Mirw Eve, after the fame manner as it is inferted in the Roman Marty- 
rology. And ncverthelefs every one knows there is a vaft diffe- 
rence in this point betwixt the Vulgar and the Septuagint. 

Moreover although the vulgar Tranflation has been declar'd 
authentick by the Council of Trent, the ancient Latin Tranfla- 
tion which was made out of the Septuagint, has been continued 
in the Miflals ; and there are Popes that have wifely condemn'd 
the indifcreet zeal of fome who have pretended that all the para- 
ges which we find in the MhTals ought to be reformed after the 
vulgar Tranflation confirmed by the Council. To which we may 
add that thefe who have corrected the vulgar Tranflation by or- 
sixt.r. der 0 f the Popes Sixtus V. and ClememV 111. have not pretended 
ckm.K/1.'. tocorrc fl- a u tne crrours in it ^, and we may moreover obferve 
from the Preface to the lafl: correction that it might have been 
rend red more exact, but for divers particular reafons there are 
feveral places left untouched which might have been amended. 

It is likewife upon the fame grounds that the Weftern Church, 
jnauthorifing the new Tranflation of S.Jerome, and preferring 
it to thatr of the Septuagint, would not admit this Father's Tranf- 
lation 
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lation of the Pfalms to bepublickly ufed : which was no lefs ex- 
act than that of his other Books of the Scripture. In a word, the 
Church has never forbid the placing of feveral readings in the 
Margin of the Bible even in the vulgar Tranflation. And Car- 
dinal Pallavicino was of opinion there might be made a more pjiijv. m 
exact Tranflation of the Bible than the Vulgar, notwithftan- ' v 
ding that had been declared Authentick. 

Mariana the Jefuit goes further, for, after having ailedged the Mwi. jt* 
Authority of themoft able Divines, who affirm there are errours '/.|' a ** /;! ' 
in the vulgar Tranflation, which were left on purpofe, he adds, 
that part of the faults and errours which were in the Hebrew and 
Greek Copies do remain in the Vulgar. Malta in HebraicU & 
Gratis Codicibus vitia ejfe oftendimtu, multa mendacia in rebm mi- 
nut is 'f eorum pars aliaua non exigua in nofira Editione vulgata extat. 

It's certain fays this Jefuit that the Hebrew Copies vary in 
feveral places, and that we reade differently the fame Vcrfes in 
the Latin Trahflations by S. Jerome of the Old and New Tefta- 
ment. And neverthelefs we mult agree that there is but one rea- 
ding true. Whence he concludes that it is abfolutely ncceflary that 
one of thefe readings muft be erronious in the vulgar Tranflation : 
at laft this Authour fliews very plainly that the intention of the 
Council of Trent in declaring the vulgar Tranflation authentick c, nc ,u 
was not to exempt it from all forts of faults, but onely from Trcrt ' 
errours which might introduce a change either in Faith or Man- 
ners ^ which he confirms by feveral Authorities, and principally 
by the Teftimony of Andrew de Vega and Jacob Laws, at that r> Vf S . 
time Superiour or the Order of Jefuits, who afluted at the Council. Ji ' Lartis * 
He anfwers likewife the difficulties that may be ftarted againft 
this Opinion, which feems in fome manner to deftroy the truth 
of the holy Scriptures and he gives rules for the correcting of *J*£ ibi f 
the errours of the vulgar Tranflation, after the amendments ' 
which had already been made. 

All thefe reafons and feveral others not now neceflary to be 
named, made me take the liberty of examining in my Book the 
divers readings and other changes which have happened in the 
holy Text. The Catholicks, who are perfwaded their Religion 
depends not onely on the Text of Scripture, but likewife on the 
Tradition of the Church, are not at all fcandaliz'd, to fee that 
the misfortune of Time and the negligence of Tranfcdbersjiave 
Wrought changes in the holy Scriptures as well as in prophane 

C Authours; 
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Authours : there are none but prejudice Proteftants or ignorant 
people that can be offended at it. I fay, preiudic't Proteftants 
or ignorant people, becaufe the moft underftanding amongft them 
have made no fcruple to acknowledge them as well in the Old 
as in the New Teftament. The moft learned Work which we 
have upon the feveral readings and other changes of the Old Te- 

c»p. ftament, is the Book of Ludovkw CapeRus, Minifter and Profef- 
four at SaHmur, intituled Critic* Sacra. 

'Tistrue this Book fo much difpleafed thofe of his Religion, 
that they ftopt the Impreflion of it, till John Capell, who a 
while fince turn'd Catholick and was the Son of the Authour, 
got leave of the King to print his Father's Book. Father Mo- 
rin of the Oratory had likewife a hand in this Impreflion, thinking 
he mould doe great fervice for the Church againft the Proteftants 
in publifhing this Work, which was printed at Paris by Cramoifi, 
in the year 1650. and it contains nothing elfe but feveral readings, 
and a great many errours which he thought were crept into the 
Copies of the Bible, through the fault of Tranfcribers. The 
Authour acknowledges he had been thirty fix years about it, 
fo that in fome fort it may be called a Mafter-piece of this nature. 
'Tis true Buxtorf has writ a very learned anfwer, but has ra- 
ther contributed to the reputation than difadvantage of it, and 
excepting fome places, which are not very many, CapeHm his 
Book remains untouch't. 

Some Englifh Proteftants have Writ againft this Work, endea- 
vouring to fender the Authour odious among thofe of his own 
Religion, as if he had been in agreement with Father Marin \ 
but the Apology which Capell hzs writ in his own defence, /hews 
clearly that he has faid nothing of which he was not fully per- 
fwaded. And that his enemies to no purpofe upbraid him of 
deftroying with the Papifts (to ufe their own terms) the Word 

ty. of God. Grotim on the other fide very much commends this 
Criticifme in an Epiftle to this Authour, where he tells him 
among other things, Contemns efto magnis pottos quant multis lau- 
dator thus. Upon the whole matter the contrary opinion to Ca- 
fellus has been maintained by none but the moft zealous and moft 
tedorant Proteftants chiefly fince Buxtorf the Son has underta- 
jgnto defend the purity of the Hebrew Text, following his 
• Father's prejudice, who had confulted about this point none but 
the Writing of the Rabbins. Thofe amongft the Catholicks who 

are 
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are of the fame opinion, feem to have embrac't it onely as they 
were Profeflburs qf the Hebrew Tongue, but not having examined 
into the depth of the matter. 

I thought then that following fo great an Authour, whoisfo 
generally approved by the Catholicks againft the Proteftants, I 
might freely make a critical Hiftory of the Text of the Hebrew 
Bible i and as he complained that for want of manufcript Copies 
he could not obferve feveral more readings, I have fupplied that 
defect by the fearch which I have made into good Manuscripts, 
which I have with care examinM. By the help of thefe Manu- 
fcripts I have likewife given rules to difcover the original of 
mQft part of the errours of Tranfcribers, fo that one may more 
eafily eftablifh the true reading of the Text of the Bible : one 
mayiikewife at the fame time difcover the good Hebrew Manu- 
fcripts from thofe which are not fo, and to that purpofe I have 
compared feveral Copies, marking the good ones and their evil 
qualities. Moreover as the Criticifme of the Jews which we or- 
dinarily call the Mazjtret has extreamly chang'd the Hebrew Mjju 
Text, I have likewife examin'd with care that Criticifine, and 
without relying upon the Teftimony of a great many Authours, 
who have onely fpoke according to their prejudices, or according 
as they have read in others, I have read it my felt that I might 
make the better Judgment of it. And I have done the Maxjoret 
as much juftice as I could without approving their trifling and 
unprofitable remarks. Thofe who defpife it and altogether fling 
it afide, have not confidered that one may draw thence many 
ufefull rules whereby one may defend the Septuagint Tranflation, 
and many other ancient Interpreters in many places* On the 
contrary thofe who think it infallible, have not ferioufly weighed 
the ancient Tranflations which went before the Mazjtret, becaufe 
it is eafie to demonftrate that the Mazjtret or Tradition have 
never fo fettled the way how to reade Hebrew but that it has 
vary'd according to times and places. One may. fee this more 
at large in the Hiftory which I have recited of the ftate of the 
Hebrew Text from the Collection of the holy Scriptures after 
the Captivity of Babylon, to the time which the Mazjtret was 
reduc't to art , which happened not till towards the feventh 
Century. 

The Sect of the Jews which we call Caraites 7 of which I have capites, 
largely treated in this Criticifme, authorizes very much the 
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Mount, for this Sect lays afide all other not well grounded 
Traditions of the Jews, and embraces this with the Jewifti Rab- 
bins their fworn Enemies. The Tranflation of S. Jerome comes 
likewife nigher the Mazjret than the Septuagint Tranflation, not 
onely became he was lefs diftant from them, but likewife for that 
in his Tranflation he madeufe of a Jew of the School of Tiberias 
to which we afcribe the Mazoret. Since that time the Jews 
have corrected their Copies according to the Reformation of 
the Doctours of Tiberias, and the feveral readings which 
have been fince made confift but in Trifles, which I have 
made appear in the examination of many Manufcripts, which 
are taken for very ancient, yet neverthelefs are after the Ma- 
xjaret. 

Laft of all, I have concluded this Book with the Hiftory of the 
Jewi(h Grammarians, where I have obferv'd the rife and pro- 
grefs of the Hebrew Grammar •, this laft Hiftory which I have 
collected from the Rabbins own Books, clearly (hews the uncer- 
tainty of the Hebrew Text and Tongue. 

Although the Hebrew Grammar was reduc't to art but in the 
ninth Century, yet there was a certain ftanding Grammar that 
was of ufe, as one may fay, which is fometitftes better than the 
uncertain Rules of the new Rabbins. We muft neverthelefs ac- 
knowledge that the obfervations made upon the Grammar are of. 
great ufe ' for the underftanding of the Bible, chiefly if we join 
them with other helps which we may draw from the ancient In- 
terpreters of the Scripture, we fhall plainly fee in this Work that 
the new Grammars and Dictionaries of the Rabbins, are not fuf- 
flcient for the underftanding the Hebrew if we feparate them 
from the ancient Tranflations which will give very great light 
into this Subject. On the contrary, we cannot perfectly under- 
itand this Tongue by the ancient Tranflations if we do not apply 
the diligence of the new Jewifli Grammarians. 

This is what in general is contain^ in the firft Book of this 
hiftorical Criticifme : if I had not referv'd the treating of the 
feveral readings which we find in the New Teftament to a 
Second Volume, I had /hewn more at large that the Fathers never 
doubted but that there were many changes in the Greek Copies 
of this Book as well as in the Latin, moft part of them diligent- 
ly point them out, and for want of the Original which is loft, 
they have recourfe to the Rules of Criticifme to determin which is 

tke 
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the beft reading. Thus the Authour of the Commentary, which- 
we attribute to S. Ambrofms, upon the Epiftle to the Romans, 
examining the 14th. Verfe of the 5 th. Chapter of the fame 
Epiftle judicioufly obferves the difference betwixt the Greek and 
Latin Copies, and, after having preferM fome ancient Latin Co- 

Eies before the Greek, he gives this Rule of Criticifme where- 
y we may judge of the feveral readings, Hoc verum arbitror quan- 
go & ratio & hiftoria & authorita* cbjervatur. He pretends that 
we ought not to reade in this place as we do at this day in the 
vulgar Tranflation, that from Adam to Mofes death has ruPdover 
all who had not jinrfd, But contrarily we ought to reade it with- 
out the negative particle, over thofe who had finn'd. And to 
maintain this reading he defends it by the authority of the Latin 
Copies at that time, and of many ancient Fathers who had read 
it after the fame way. He concludes then v:hat we ought not to 
prefer the Greek Copies to fuch ancient Latin ones which had 
Been made upon the Greek. Neverthelefs S. Jerome has in this 
place corrected the Latin Edition by the Greek Copies of his 
time \ but it is not neceflary that I fliould dwell longer on this 
Subject, thofe that will be more particularly inftructed may 
reade BeuCs Notes upon the New Teftament, where he recounts Beza. 
a number of feveral readings of the Greek Copies which he had, 
which confift not in trivial things, as fome may imagine, but in 
whole periods omitted or added, and in words which often change 
the fenfe. VII give a few examples beforehand to take away all 
• doubt, and more may be feen in the Remarks of. the fame Au- 
thour. 

In his Annotation on the 14th. Verfe and 23d. Chapter of 
S. Matthew he obferves that Origen and Eufebius have not read 
that whole Verfe in their Copies ; and that he has not like- 
wife found it in a very ancient Greek. Copy , and likewife 
that we do not meet with it in ancient Latin Copies, that the 
Syriack Interpreter and S. Chryfoftome have it indeed in their 
Copies, but in another order and before the 13. Verfe. He ob- 
ferves likewife that the 44th. Verfe of the 27th. of S. Matthew is 
not in an ancient Greek Copy, and he believes that fome Tran- 
scriber has rac't it out, becaufe it feems to be contrary to what 
is repor ted i n S . Luke. The fame Beta remarks upon the fecond 
Verle of the firft Chapter of S. Markj, that in all the Greek Co- 
pies excepting three, he has read (as it is written in the Prophets} 

whereas 
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whereas In the vulgar Tranflation we reade according to S. Jmmt 
and thofe three Greek Copies {as it u mitten in the Prophet 
Efaiah) which makes a clear different fenfe. He believes that 
the true reading is that which is printed in the vulgar Tranfla- 
<*ntv3. tion, yet neverthelefs thofe of Geneva have preferr'd the other 
in their French Verfton. Upon the 26th. Verfe of the 2d. Chap- 
ter of the fame Gofpel, he obferves that thefe words (Jn the 
days of Abiathar the high Trie ft ) are not in an. ancient Greek 
Copy. 

In his remark upon the Genealogy of our Saviour, which is 
fet down in the third Chapter of 8. after having faid that 
there are abundance of variations, and that he onely obferves 
thofe which are of importance, he adds, that his ancient Greek 
Copy differs much from other Greek Copies in the fumming up 
of the perfons which are fet down in that Genealogy, in effect 
this variety of readings is very confiderable, as one may fee in 
his Notes upon the 22d. Chapter of the fame Gofpel,. where he 
obferves that in his ancient manufcript Copy to which he gives 
the title of Veneranda vetuftatu Codex \ a part of the 44th. 
Verfe and the whole 20th. Verfe are not, fo that all the follow- 
ing words are wanting in this Copy, (which is fhedforyou, doe 
this in remembrance of me) in taking likewife the Cup after Sup- 
per, he faid to them, (This Cup is the New Teftament in my blond 
which is Jbedfor yon) he believes there isfome tranfpofition in 
thefe words, and that for to form a true fenfe the 19th.. and 
20th. Verfes ought to be immediately joined to the i6th.at the* 
fame time he adds, that he has obferv'd two tranfpofitions much 
like thefe in the Jpocalypfe. 

Itisneedlefs for me to ftay any longer on this Subjeft, fince 
every one may confult Bezj?% Notes, where will be found abun- 
dance of varieties either additions, omiffions, or alterations, and 
what is yet more confiderable is that the Authour does not onely 
relate the divers readings which he has found in ancient manu- 
fcript Copies, and in the Commentaries of the Fathers ; he con- 
fute moreover the old Interpreters, who have without doubt 
made their Tranflations from the Greek, and draws from thence 
many different readings, whence I finally conclude, that I had 
reafon to give an account in this hiftorical Criticifme of theftate 
ottne Hebrew Text, not onely from old Manufcripts but likewife 
from ancient Tranflations, whichmay often ferveinftead of old 
C °W' Since 
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Since then it would be ridiculous to fet up a particular provi- 
dence of God for the prefervation of the Hebrew more than the 
Greek Copies of the New Teftament, we ought freely to ac- 
knowledge that men having been the depofitories of one as. well 
as the other, it was imppflible but that fome errours mould creep 
in by the means of Transcribers;, and we ought not to imagine 
that all thefe divers readings are in the -printed Books, for if we 
confult the old Manufcripts, we /hall difcover a far greajter num- 
ber, as Be*A himlelf has obierved in one of his Letters to the Beza i»Ep. 
Univerlity of Cambridge where he owns that his manufcript "if^ u 
Copy of the Evangelifts which was very old, furnijh't him with 
many other variations which he (had omitted that he might give 
offence to none. The fame BeM has likewife made.no fcruple, 
by the help of thefe Manufcripts, to defend in many places our 
vulgar Tranflation, and to Inciter it from the unjuft cenfures of 
Erafmns. In which thofe of Geneva have been to blame fo often « t"f. *» 
to vary from the ancient Latin Interpreter contrary to the opi- 
. : jMQaof;8«&c, who does not always in his Notesfollow the Greek 
Copy at this day ufed. 

One may likewife wonder that the:Englifh Authour j who a 
while fince printed at Oxford the New Teftament in Greek with 
all the various readings which he could procure, durftfayinhis 
Preface, That all the variations of the different Greek. Copies were 

of no moment, as if he had produe'd them all, and as if.there were 
not many others more confiderable in Bvut's Remarks o& the 
New Teftament. I thought it was very proper for me to make 
this Obfervation to undeceive abundance (of Proteftants who are 
of the fame opinion with the aforefaid Englifh Authour, untill I 
mould publifh the Second Part of this Work which will contain 
the Hiftpry of the Books of the New Teftament. 
, Furthermore the moft learned Proteftants are not at all fcan- 
dakz'd to >fee all thefe variations in ithe Texts of the Bible. 

moreover %s one ought mt toibe furpris'd at the con- s^v 
fufion of the order which is in many places of the Scripture al- 
though we are ignorant of the reafons, becaufe it fignifies very 
little, as long as we find the truth, S&oordwt qmd refer at, tr.modo 
conftet verstas, ant nihili anhparttm interefti The Jews themfelves, 
who are therefore called Caraites, becaufethey receivenothing 
but the Scriptures ibr the Foundation/of, their Religion, are 
likewife of the fame opinion. i iwhichimakesime. thinkthat the 

Catho- 
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Catholicks will not be offended either at the confufion of the 
order, or at the various readings which I have remark'c in the 
Text of the Bible, fince they fubmit themfelves to the Church 
from whom they receive the holy Scriptures. So we fee a Catho- 
p. Amel lick Authour of our times has made no fcruple to publilh a French 
Tranflation of the New Teftament with the various readings of 
feveral Copies, the belt part of which he -has tranflated into 
French. This Work has been approved by many Bifliops, and 
the Authour teftifies that the general Aflembly of the Clergy 
of France, in the year 1655. engaged him to that undertaking. 

The Second Book of this Criticifme contains the Hiftory of 
the chief Tranflations of the Bible, which have been made both 
by the Jews and by the Chriftians. We have examinM all thofe 
different Tranflations by marking as exactly as we could both 
their perfections and their faults : we are nevertheless much more 
copious upon the Greek Tranflation of the Septuagint and the 
vulgar Latin one than upon all the reft, by reafon the Church 
has confecrated thefe two to her Service, and declared them au- 
thentick. I have juftified them in many places againft the mo- 
dern Interpreters who have not had a Efficient knowledge of 
the Hebrew Tongue to judge rightly of thefe ancient Tranfla- 
tions. 

I have Iikewife thought that it was neceflary for me to examine 
thoroughly the new Latin Tranflation of S. Jerome, and to fee if 
he had all along done the Septuagint juftice, the Tranflation of 
which was genera ly approved of through the whole Church. 
I have followed the fame method in what relates to the modern 
Interpreters and comparing their Tranflations from the Hebrew 
with our vulgar one. I have fhewn that they have very often de- 
viated without caufe. One will Iikewife find in this Hiftorv the 

Pro?e& °/f th MT flati0nS Whkh have been niade by y he 
Proteftant , of which there are a great many in all forts of Lan- 

ISL Fl f^\ b , efi ^ ' hefe A Tranflationsof the Bible 
which we ufe in the Weftern Churches, whether Catholicks or 

fSfTe\l ha r cx Ti d thofe which arc in "ft ™ iK 

ftern. And have fearch't the Jews even to their Synagogues that 
I might examine their Tranflations, of which they havf a great 
number in moll Languages. y great 

aDnlvilT!i b r ^ dan 6 erou «?<>«pofethedife a fe without 
applying at the fame time a neceflary remedy, after having fet 

down 
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down the good and evil qualities of moft of the Tranflations of 
the Bible, I have chalk't out in the beginning of my third Book 
a method which we ought to obferve in the tranflation of the 
Scripture, more exaft than any we have hitherto had. There 
are indeed many difficulties arife in the execution of this Pro- 
je&, but it is not impoiTible to furmount them all in following the 
rules which I prefcribe. I have join'd to this project the Criti- 
cifme of the principal Authours whether Jews or Chriftians, 
who have explainM the holy Scripture , fo that one may fee in 
one inftant the different ways of interpreting the Bible, as well 
in the Church as Synagogue j and that this Work might be more 
ufefull I have annex't to it a great many reflexions, which con- 
tain divers rules for the well expounding of the Scripture. 
Laftly, I have placed at the end of this Work a Catalogue of 
the beft Bibles which have been printed cither by Jews or Chri- 
ftians, adding fome critical Remarks upon the chief Tranfla- ' 
tions. 



CHAP. II. 

Who mere the Authours of the holy Scriptures, and what was 
the office of the Prophets among the Hebrews. The liber- 
ty which thofe Prophets had to add or diminifh to thefe 
holy Books. 

TH E Republick of the Hebrews differs in this from all other 
States in the world, in that fhe never acknowledged any 
other Head than God himfelf, who continued in this quality to 
govern her in thofe very times when flie was fubjecl: to Kings. 
'Tis this which has acquir'd it the title of The Holy and Divine 
Republic^ and thofe people have Iikewife aflum'd to themfelves 
the title of Holy, that they might by this glorious name be di£ 
' tinguifh't from other Nations. 'Twas for this reafon alfo that 
God himfelf gave Laws, by the miniftery of Mofes and of other 
Prophets who fucceeded him, to a People he had chofen to be in- 
tirely at his fervice. 

D That 
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That we may better tinderftand in what nature thefe Prophets 
were whom God made ufe of to be his Interpreters among the 
Hebrews, we (hall take notice that in well govern'd States, chiefly 
in the Eaft, there were always certain perfons who took care to 
put into writing the moft important affairs of the Republick, 
and to preferve the Acts in the Regifteries fet apart for that 
purpofe. We learn from the Books of Eflber and Efdrw, from 

jou^' Joj'efhm and Diodorm Siculus, that this cuftom was long fince 

J0 ^ obferved in Per fa. The Egyptians, among whom Mofe s had 
been bred up, had Priefts to whom they gave the name of Scribes 
or Writers of holy Things, becaufe in effect their principal bu-» 
finefs was to put into writing what concerned the State and Reli- 
gion, and to publifh it when it was thought neceffary. . 

Diodorus Siccus feems to recommend his Hiftory by the Acts 
which he has drawn from the /Egyptians, whereas moft of thole 

ovcece. w ho had writ before him the Hiftory of Greece had onely fet 
down fabulous Originals, by reafon that Greece never had the 
care to keep in Regifteries, as the Egyptians did, the Ads of 

ftome. what mffed among them. The Originals even of Rome contain 
almoft nothing true, becaufe the ufe of Regifteries came in but 
very late amongft the Romans. 

It is probable that Mofes, who had been bred up aswefaidin 
the Court of tAlgypt, and in whom were all the qualities of a 
perfect Law-giver, eftablifht from the very infancy of the Re- 
publick this fort of Scribes, whom we may call publick or divine 
Wnters, to diftinguifh them from particular Writers, who fel- 
dom meddle with the writing the Hiftory of their own times but 

S'Ji, 1 ' JP r ? Ugh m0 a tiv L eS ? f intereft - ' Tis this which made Jofephns fay, 
that amongft the Jews every one was not permitted to write An- 
nais, but that was referved to the Prophets onely, who knew 
things future and far from them by divine infpiration, and who 

SS£ f r * ^VlSfV? • W ' iat h l Ppe l! ed 1? ^ eir own time ' E ^ con- 
firms this Opinion when he obferves that amongft the Hebrews 

it did not belong to all forts of people to judge of thofe who 

were direAedby the Divine Spirit to write the feed Scriptures 

but that there were a feled number of perfons who had that Im- 

ployment infpired by God, to whom alone it was left to judge 

othdy and prophetick Writing, and to reject thofe which were 



Thofe 
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Thofe who had the charge of this Affair, were called Pro- 
phets, according to Jofephus, and I believe that this is the reafon 
why the Jews at this day call the moft part of the hiftorical Books 
of the Bible prophetical, becaufe they had been written by per- 
fons whom they termed Prophets : S. Peter calls the whole Scrip- p tt . r y ,. 
ture likewife Prophecy. Samuel, Nathan, Gad, Ahijah, Ado and ' ' -"• 
fome others, who had collected the Annals of their times, are for 
this very reafon in the Scripture called Prophets, where there 
yet remain fome fragments of their ancient Acts or Prophecies, 
chiefly in the Book or Chronicles : 'tis this which Theodoret more rh«..Ur^. 
particularly explains in his Preface to the Hiftory of Kins, no- 
where he defcribes the nature of thefe Prophets , who were 
charg'd to put into writing the moft important actions which 
paft in the Republick of the Hebrews : and he pretends that 
other Writers, who lived long time after thefe hrft Prophets, 
have afterwards collected thofe ancient Acts, to which they have 
added other Hiftories of things which had happened in their 
own times. Wherefore we have at prefent nothing befides the 
names of many Prophets whofe Books or Records have been loft, 
as Tbeodorit has judicioufly obferved in the fame Preface. The 
Hehrew word Nabi, which the Septuagint has tranflated Prophet, Nabi. 
fignifies nothing in its original but Oratour, or a perfon that 
fpeaks in publick, in effect the Prophets among the Hebrews 
were publick Oratours •, who in quality of God's Interpreters, 
pronounced his will to the People-, and they were at the fame 
time charg'd, as Jofephus, and befides him fome Fathers obferve, 
to write the moft important affairs of State, and to keep the Acts 
in the Regifteries, whence afterwards the holy Books were taken 
which have fince been called Prophecy. ' 

It is then very probable that there were from Mofes's time 
thefe forts of Prophets, which were neceflary in the State to col- 
lect the Acts which paft in the Republick. This being fupposU 
we fliall diftinguifh in the Five Books of the Law, what has been 
writ by Mofes from what has been writ by thefe Prophets or 
publick Writers. We may attribute to Mofes the Command- 
ments and Ordinances which he gave to the People, and allow 
thefe fame publick Writers to be the Authours of the greateft 
part of the Hiftory. Mofes in quality of Legiflatour writ all which 
relates to the Statutes, and left to the Scribes or Prophets the care 
of collecting theActs of the moft material tranfadions which paft, 

D 2 th* 
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that they might be preferred to pofterity. So we fee that the words 
Scribes and Prophets are fynonimous in the Chaldaick Paraphraie. 

The manner of the compofing the Hiftory containM in the 
Pentateuch feems to infinuate this truth becaufe moft of the acti- 
ons are fet down in fuch a way that one would believe that fome 
other than Mofes reduced thofe Annals into order. I mall not 
dwell upon the proofs which fome have produc'tto fliew that 
Mofes was not the Authour of the Pentateuch, becaufe he would 
not haft: fpoke, fay they, of himfelf in a third perfon, nor pub- 
lilh't his own praifes. I fhall not, 1 fay, flick upon thefe proofs, 
c*Cr. fince it is common with other Authours : Cafar fpeaks of himfelf 
Mep. in the third perfon in his Commentaries, Jofephus docs the fame 
thing in his Hiftory of the Wars of the Jews againft the Romans, 
and moreover he writes his own Elogy. But if we confider with 
never fo Jittle attention the whole body of the Pentateuch, we 
may obferve this diverfity of Writers which I fpeak of, which 
will appear more in the fequel of this Difcourfe, where I evi- 
dently make the falfity of the reafons appear which the Jews ufo 
to prove that Mofes is the Authour of the whole Law. 

According to this Principle we ought to expound that pahage 
Where it is faid that Mofes wrote what God commanded him; for 
there is nothing more ordinary in the Scripture than to afcribe 
to one perfon what he orders another to doe, chiefly when the 
thing is done in his name : 'tis thus we ought to interpret that 
paflagc of Genefis, where it is faid that, God made unto Adam 
and Eve coats of skins and that he clothed them therewith •, which 
iignifies that God commanded them to make themfelves habits 
and cloath themfelves therewith. 

a Wh f ncc ^ is - that V aac a learned Spanifh Jew, 

ftrongly maintains the Principle which we have mentioned tou- 
ching thefe Prophets or publick Writers, who took care to col- 
lect the Acts of what paft in the State ; and he pretends more- 
over that they did not onely write the Hiftory of their times, but 
that they took the liberty of adding or diminilhing what they 
itawi 1 k I T &ht u l fr ™ the Records of the other Prophets which went 
iK# : *} efore This is likewife the Sentiment ot Procopius, ThZ 

^ tZ f£ 5 m « ot ^r Fathers. Process obferves in His Scholia, 
ft. Jgnthc Books of the Kings that the Authours- of thefe Books 

ancient A<n-c ?' Chro " tcles h L ave their Hiftory from more 
^•••^ ancient. Acts from whence they have compofed their Works, 

Theodo* 
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Thcodoret, who explains himfelf more at large upon this Subject, 
afliires us that the Hiftory of Kings, as it is now, has been drawn 
from many other prophetick Writings, fo that it is nothing 
but a collection of the Acts which had been compiled by 
the Prophets or publick Writers , who had gone before and 
• were chargM to put into writing what happened in their times. 
Thefe forts of Collections are called in the Scripture, Dibri Ha- i n. x . 
famin, or Day books, and it is in this fenfe we ought to under- ,lt c-"^- , »- 
Hand the words of the firft Book of Kings, The reft of the AEh r " / ' 4 '' 
of Solomon, are they not written in the Book of the Acts of Solomon i 
There is nothing more ordinary in the Book of Kings and Chro- 
mcles than this laft expreffion, whence it evidently appears that 
the moft part of the holy Scriptures that are come to us, are but 
Abridgments and as Summaries of ancient Acts which were kept 
in the Regifteries of the Hebrews. 

Majfim Pererius the Jefuit, and fome other orthodox Authours., Maf. Percr. 
have made no difficulty to receive thefe publick Writers, as we, 
mall find in the fequel of this Hiftory, and 'twould be dangerous 

to correct one Book of the Scripture by another, when they do 
not altogether agree among themfvlvcs, becaule every Prophet, 
making his own Collections lias had particular reafons to change, 
add, or diminilh, according to times and occafions, we cannot 
methinks bring a better reafon than that to explain the diffe- 
rence betwixt the Chronicles and the other hiftorical Books of 
the Bible, where the fame Acts are diverfly reported.. 

I know 'tisexjjrefly forbidden in Deuteronomy either, to add or 
diminifh any thing from the word of God, but we may anfvvcr- 
with the Authour of the Book intituled Court, that this prohibi- 
tion relates onely to private perfons, and. not to thofe whom 
God had cxprefly commanded to interpret his will. God has, 
promifed to the Prophets and to the Judges of the Sanhedrim, 
who fucceeded Afofes, the fame grace and the fame fpirit of Pro-- 
phefie as thofe had who lived in his time, and therefore they 
have held the fame power, not onely of interpreting the Law, 
but alfa of making new Ordinances, which were afterwards writ f 
and placed in the Regifteries of the Republick : fhall we fay for* 
example that Samuel and David, have changed the Law, becaufe 
they created new Officers to ferve in the Tabernacle ? fliall wc> 
condemn Solomon as an Innovatour , becaufe in building the 
Temple he left out. fome things that Mofes ordained for the, 

Taber- 
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Tabernacle, and on the other hand added others ? in fine, we 
muft not accufc Efdras, or him who has made the Col left ions 
E.'dras. of the Chronicles, as a man who has corrupted the holy Scriptures, 
becaufe he has related a great many things otherwise than they 
are reported in the other Books of the Bible. The Principle 
of Abravanel, which is confirmed by fome Fathers, reiblves all 
thefe difficulties. Thefe Books, being reviewed by the Sanhedrim, 
or by other perfons infpired by God, had all the neceflary Au- 
thority that could be defired in an affair of this importance. 
a'.tj, n Abravanel is fo far perfwaded of the truth of his Principle 
tr,f. f, f . ^ at j ie contrar y t0 t h e Sentiment of the Doctours 

in the Talmud, that Jofcua and Samuel are the Authours of the 
Books which bear their names •, and'he aflures us that, notwith- 
ftanding the teftimony of his Fathers, Samuel is the-. AuthoUr of 
the Book of fojlwa and that of fudges ; he afcribes moreover the 
Books of Samuel and Kings to the Prophet Jeremiah, who, ac- 
cording to him, did oompile them out of the Records of Samuel 
Nathan, Gad, and other Prophets or publick Writers which 
Jived before him. However this is moft certain that Joflma and 
Samuel could never put down in their Books acts and expreflions 
which manifeftly fuppofe them to be dead, and confequehtly if 
they compofed thofe Hiftories which we have under thofe names 
it is abfolutely neceflary that fomething has been added, and 
we cannot methinks juftifie thefe additions but by eftablifhing the 
Prophets or publick Writers of which we have already treated. 

To proceed, we have in the Church a ufage much like this 
which I have already explained, although the fame Church has 
not the. right of making Books Canonical and Divine as the 
Prophets had in the Old Teftament, but onely to declare them 
Canonical. It is certain that the firft general Councils have 
abided by their definitions, and enacted that nothing that re- 
ipected matters of Faith, mould be contrary to their Decifions 
and yet neverthelefs the latter Councils have added many things 
tor a further illuftration. It is the fame with the Prophets who 
lucceeded one another in the Old Teftament, the latter have 
collected the Acts of the former, and adding fome illuftrations 
yet cannot be faid for all that to have added to the word of 

We may further prove this liberty the Prophets had in ad- 
ding any thing to the holy Scripture from the laft Chapter of 

Jofhua, 
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Jojhua, where it is faid that after he had renewed the Covenant 
of God with the Ifraelites, and had given them the Command- 
ments they were to obey, he writ all thefe things in the volume 
of the Law that they might be obferved : we ought not to ima- 
gine that Jojhua writ thefe Ordinances himfclf, but that he cau- 
led them to be written by publick Writers, who had the charge 
of that Affair. Moreover when we fay that ■ Jojhua added the 
words of this Covenant to the Law, it ought to be underftood 
of all the Sanhedrim, over which he prefided after the death of 
Mofes : befides it is an ordinary cuftom among the Jews to name 
onely the Head of the Body for the whole Aflembly over which 
he prefideth. What we find in the end of Deuteroamy about 
the death of Mofes ought to be explain'd after the fame manner. 
And it is want of apprehending the ftyle of the Scripture to 
make Mofes a Prophet in this place as Jofephus and Philo have 
pretended : in fine, 1 don't think that any one can deny that 
the Republick of the Jews has. not had from time to time pub- 
lick Writers, who have writ the moft confiderable things that 
paft among them - 7 and who have preferved the Acts which then 
had the publick Authority when they were allow'd, as Eufehius 
obferves by thofe who were charged with that imployment. 

The common Opinion of the Fathers, who believe that the 
Collection of the. Old Teftament as now extant was compofed 
by Efdras, confirms what I have been faying. For Efdras could 
not re-eftablim thofe Books, which, according to them, had been 
corrupted in time of Captivity, but in quality of Prophet or 
publick Writer, fo is he termed in Scripture, the Scribe or 
Writer, by way of eminency : moft of the Jews agree that the 
Records which Efdras made ufe of in his Collection were cor- 
rupted by reafon of the confufion which happened to their Books 
in the time of their Captivity. There is neverthelefs this diffe- 
rence between the Opinion of the Fathers and that of the Jews 
in this point, that the former affirm that Efdras corrected the 
errours which were in thefe Records, whereas the latter, being 
obliged to acknowledge that the Text of the Scripture as it is at 
preicnt is defective, have rather chofe to attribute thefe feilours 
to the Copies from whence Efdras has made his Collection than; 
ingenuoufly to acknowledge that they have been negligent of their 
Books lince that time. . 



€ H A P>. 



Book I. 



Chap. HI. 



CHAP. III. 

the Origine of feme changes in the Texts of the Bible 
Reafons why the fame Aits indifferent Books of the Bible 
are differently reported. 

THE Principle which we have eftabli/h't concerning the li 
a\na w . mch . the Prophets or publick Writers had of chan- 
ging fome things in the holy Scriptures, ought to make us take 
care not to multiply fo eafily feveral readings in The Hebrew 
Text. For example, one can't fay that in the New Teftament 
the names of Demos and Demetrius, Epaphras and E 
^fteren^ 

As thai i the Authoun of the New Teftament have Ld the 1 ber-' 
tj to ufe indifferently the one or other, we ought not tc f SSS 
grange that thofe who have made the C^on of & CMd 
Teftament have ufed the fame freedom in many namef which 
are wrxt very differently, according to the different places wK 

& r ffr mentIOned ' , Wherefo re we ought not tc S S 
thefe differences to the negl gence of Tranfcriber, Gnll Z 1 3 r 
them may be afcribed to LI who h ve comp e d MSrff 

Srn^ 

r Jots SftS &£ T£« Kttf t0 ^ «* 
r. sim. Bible. Thus Simeon Son of F f ° , fre q uen t in the 

hisCommentLieTupon^ the beginning of 

often plac't for aKer l^i^J^^ V^^^ 
thing/and it is upon thfs arSi? w/f they . fignifie the fa me 
is likewife ca WKtil fr? ^eSonof 
Abe. nifie Light. AccoX a rn R 1 h J5 ^ he , fe two words b oth fig- 
hUK fame wifh is & 

called^,, 

changes 
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changes of names, and he fuppofes that in that time they did not 
much heed the putting of one letter for another, chiefly when 
thev had the fame found or fame figure, and therefore according 
to the opinion of the Jews we ought to afcribe that difference 
rather to the variety of Orthography than to the errour of the 
Tranfcriber. But it is to be feared they ftretch this Principle a 
little too far, in afcribing it to fuch variations when it ought to 
be attributed to the Transcribers. ' 

Neverthelefs we have reafon to doubt that the Chaldee Lan- 
guage, which they fpoke after their return from Babylon, and 
comes very nigh the Hebrew , has wrought fome changes in 
words, which appears manifeftly in thofe which are writ with 
an Alepb in the end inftead of an He, for the Chaldeans change 
the letter He into Aleph, and as the pronunciation is the fame 
it has happened that thefe two letters have been eafily confoun- 
ded : this affinity of the two Languages has wrought many other 
changes in the Orthography, which one might explain by the 
example of the different Dialefts of the Greek Tongue : one can- 
not therefore deny but a good part of thefe variations proceed 
from the negligence of Tranfcribers, and this I have obferved 
in comparing together many Hebrew Manufcripts. 

'Tis i likewife ufual, if we refer our felves to the Jews, to take 
the liberty of cutting off or enlarging feveral names for diffe- 
rent reafons, which happens very often in fucceeding Ages : 
and it may be that thofe who have collected the ancient Records 
have uf M in one place an old word and in another place a 
new way of writing or pronouncing that very fame word. Ac- 
cording to this Rule R. Levi Ben Gerfon affirms that J abets writ R.Lcvj. 
by an Am is the fame with Abet fan writ by an Aleph fo that 
thefe two letters are pronounced almoft the fame way. There is 
nothing more ordinary than thefe kinds of obfervations in the 
Books of the Rabbins JM* Jona, Kimhi and other Jewifh Gram- JjMj* 
marians : we find even in the European Languages many exam- 
ples as it is eafie to Ihew by the different Dialects of the Spa- 
nifli and French Tongues. The Gafcoins ufe a B where we pro- 
nounce an V and the Italians pronounce very often a G for our C ; 
for they fay Gabinet inftead of Cabinet which change is not 
ftrange to the Jews, there being many words in the Hebrew Texts 
of the Bible which it is hard to explain, but by taking thefe two 

letters one for the other. , 

E It is 
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It isimpo/lible to make a good Tranflation of the Scripture 
without knowing the reafons of all thefe changes, whether thev 
proceed from the Tranfcribers, or thofe who compiled the an- 
cient Records, and have left the words as they found them with- 
out troubling them/elves with that exadnefs of Orthoeraphv 
which was in ufe before the Captivity. '"grapny 
That which would make one believe that things have fome- 
times happed thus, is that the uniformity of OrthoS? s 
generally kept in the fame Book, and that the variation is ffil 
found but .n different Books, whereas if the change cameaS 
k ^ff" 1 ^" '"ere »ould not be fo much uniformity : 2s 

'K-Sl k the rtT -V*** ^ ? ]M "fit. Daughter If 
m the cAramdw, is called in the Second Book of Samel 

tieMwn r U | hte a°K f£ ^ b X Ranging the letter ef.toSfa 

9«'fV Or *f . WP JnnV ft: 'I T 311 ^W- 

4 r h { r ^ i ^ 

"afon^ °J h ^ ^ although the 

the liberty th Kick Wd^Tt ^ hSt t fuffi ^ntly prove 

of and //fcS ' whi P ™ h u d th ? Annals of the Kings 
ChronoIogK has taken the beft part of his 

^al of Ii&toS&hrHffi^ W1 ^ doubt ™ a great 

this Subje? bu ^^Mji£f f S!5 h ^ e ^et with upon 

collected by the Prophe ts • Mf«^„? lftorw ? whi ^ ha <l &en 

«™ Qf what is come&o oKS Ver WC i,ave but ab ^" 
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'Tis certain that I faith compofed a whole Hiftory of the iu,. i. 2 . 
Reign of Ovas, which we have not i jtadtaBookof the Wars of J tr ; c> 
the Lord, of which mention is made in the Numbers, is an evi- Kmr 1 ."^-"!. 
dent proof that the Hiftories which are related in the five Books 
of Mofes, have likewife been taken out of feveral Collections 
which have been loft. We want likewife fome Prophecies, and 
none can allure us that thofe that are come down to us are com- 
pleat. The Prophecies of Jonas, of which mention is made in [™ r ,. , 
the fecond Book of Kings, are altogether unknown. ». " 4 ' 

Befides the changes we have already treated of there are others 
more considerable, which we ought to afcribe to the liberty 
which was taken by thofe who made the Collection of the Re- 
cords, and compofed a body of Scripture for the publick ufe, 
fitting them to their own times and defign ; which is ufual with 
thofe who abridge the Books of others: wherefore it is hard to 
explain why thofe who have made a collection of every Book of 
the Bible in particular, have ^ke but of certain Acts, without 
touching upon others more remarkable ; what can we fay in this 
cafe but that what we have at prefent is but an abridgment of 
the ancient Records, which were much larger, and that thofe 
who made the abridgments had particular reafons which we 
cannot underftand. 

It is better therefore to be filentin this Subject and to keep to 
the general reafons we have related than to fearch farther into 
this matter, and condemn by a ralh Criticifme what we do not 
underftand. 

It will be very hard for example to tell why he who haswade 
a -collection of the Books of Samuel has writ onely of matters 
of the fmalleft importance, and that he has not treated of the 
chief actions of David, which neverthelefs the Chronicles, which 
are in the main but an abridgment of other Books, make menti- 
on of : there's the fame difficulty in the Hillory of the Kings, 
where many confiderable Acts are omitted, which nevcrthelefs 
are related in the Chronicles : we cannot fay that E/dras, or he 
Who compiled the Chronicles, has of himfclf added them, fince 
he onely made ufe of the ancient Records that were left, and 
of which the Books of Samuel and Kings make mention. We 
muft then necenarily conclude, that each compiler has made his 
Collection according as he firft proposM to himfelf, and that 
he has abridged the matter according to the defign he then had. 

E 2 We 
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We ought likewife to afctibe the changes which we meet with 
in the reporting of one and the fame ad in different Books of the 
Bible to the fame caufe. And there are particular reafons for 
every one of thefe feveral repetitions. Thus it is that he who 
collected the Books of Samuel thought that having fipoke of the 
Fights and Victories of David, it was neceflary to infert into his 
Collection the Song wherein David gives thanks to God for the 
favour he received from him, and for the quiet he enjoyed af- 
ter he had vanquifh't his Enemies. Thefe fame Songs, which 
particularly concern Fights and Victories, have nevertheless 
been collected and placed with others in a feparate Volume, 
which is called The Book, of Pf alms. 

We ought to make the fame judgment of the Hiftory of Ez.e~ 
chiai as it is in the Hiftory of the Kings and the Prophecy of 
ifaiah. The Prophet or publick Writer who compiled the hi- 
ftorical Books, which we call the Book of Kings, has publifh't 
this Hiftory that the perfon and actions of King Ezechiah might 
be known. v w 

We find likewife in the Prophecy of Jeremiah fome difcourfes 
which are in the Book of Kings, whichyet cannot be called a 
vain repetition. Furthermore we ought to take notice that thofe 
who have been the Authours of thefe Colledions did not think 
they were obliged to copy other mens Writings with the fame 
exactnefs as bare Tranfcribers are tied to, who have not the 
liberty of deviating never fo little from the Original. From 
hence we may give a reafon of the divers relations of the fame 
act » feveral places •, at leaft a good part of them, by this means 
may be explained. I don't intend to juftifie all, being perfwaded 
there are many that proceed from the Tranfcribers : But this is 
not a place to treat of thefe later variations, which we fhall men- 
tion elfewhere. 
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CHAP. IV. 

A more particular Explanation of the changes which have 
happen' J to the holy Scriptures, especially fince the Cap- 
tivitv the opinions of the Fathers and Rabhns upon 
thisSubjell. • How the Collettion of the Bible has teen 
made. 

ALthoueh the Tews after their return from their Captivity 
feeS to have called thofe Prophets who were charg'c 
with the writing of things of moft importance in the State, and 
ttSSSdi which were in their Regiftenes they never- 

SdefiSd^Sfime publick Writers ? whom they called iSophmm, 
tnelels naa ti^ieiamc . } t « title wmc h. 1S g lven saibtu 

which fJW* as if he were the chief of thofe 

Bubliek WrilS^^O «5 the re-fettling the holy 
C£ aKln of the Jews from Babylon to 7«M~ 

We ou-ht not to give too much credit to what the Jew (h 
Doftorsfte TalJd fay of the Authours * jfj*^ 
n^Tir Jr. RiWp for thev have never examin'd this matter 
with JScSSS fe'tto ^ar Jbravanel was oblig/d to forfakeT, ff 
Sieir ^bn 11W thi. Sdbjcft : but I believe it is^nnecefTary 8 Abtl . 
to SoX with too much nkenefs the particular Authours of 
eachTcfk, becaufe°vS can make but very uncertam con^c. 
It is fumcient that we know in general that . thefe toote hM 
been written bv Prophets to whom the Republic* haa u comm, ; f 
ted thYs care and that they were publifot by the authority of 
S lllfdrim or of thofe who weJe infpired by God for that srtedtui. 
^Sfe^ViS^Sve!. It fignifies very little whether 
Zyhl caUed Prophets or Writers, fo it be but 
rina t he Reoublick of the Hebrews, there were neceflarJly tneie 
forts of fSSto oTpA^ Writers, whofe qualities we have 

^Thefe laft Writers having gathered together under F(dras ; as eh*,. 
it I SmS Sought, 111 the ancient Records which they 
^iTwfflw ^ or whether they added fome- 
J^^SSdS dirfinrf the changes they made from 
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from thofe which every particular Prophet had made before 
them, in the Works which they fo collected from the Records 
of their Predeceirours, and which were kept in the Regifteries 
The reafons which Ahravmd gives to /hew that Ma* and Sal 
mud are not Authours of thofe Books that go under their names 
at leaft after the manner we have them at prefent, feem to be verv 
convincing but .they do not fufficiently prove that Samml is the 
Authour 0/ the Book of Jofl^ and Jeremiah of that wh ch goes 

— , Tt% ooff^htRTh'' £"? f ra ™ el ^ 

r r <-}. fu\: i ne , P ro .°2 thls Rabbin confift chiefly herein, that in the 

jo lh . Books of JoO r and Samuel there is mcitum micrf^k 
things whicn happened not till after their death/but 2 
be thofe who have made the laft collection of the Tacred Books 
"^^PM. being aflured that there were before 
that others likewife inferted. It is neverthelefs verTprobabk 
that Jeremiah made the colled on of theiW and \t£t Z hJt 
Plac't at the beginning of this Hiftory the Zk fswj? 
ding what he thought neceflary for a Lher XftratS ' 

!fdftFfl a ^ tWn, S WB thelatter ' which are coZionlv 
aicribed to Efdras, or rather to the Aflemblv over whir hi/ 

prefided after the return from J^^ffiSofS 

of in mak.nghisCollcffion, and they pretcS thlfe f>S. 
faulty, and he join'd to°ether the rS= t. J ! eCo P'«were 
correftingthem, fo that" tate ntoS^ fej^* 1 J""" 
perfea and in others there mt&^J^T*™*.!'*- 

give reafoSs fo * "ny of tKrtSS £ "*? «? ** t0 

correfting what he th^SSffl* if?h? fc? "5 P otf ?°f 
*tag what he 

but 
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but that he has done it p but what puzl'd the Jews in this bufi- 
nefs is, that they find in the Text now extant certain things 
which they can give no realbn for, but by attributing them to 
Copies which they pretend Efdras made ufe of in making his col- 
lection of the holy Scriptures. 

It is not neceflary for us to abide by the ancient Jewifli Doctors, 
who mention the variety that was in the divers Copies from 
Efdras his time. They tell us of three different ones. But as 
the Talmudifts were not very underftanding in this Criticifme, T a! m ud. 
the Rabbins who apply'd themfelves to this fort of ftudy ought 
rather to be confulted than thefe allegorical Doctours. R. Da- R> KimiiK 
vidKimhi, R. Ahtn Melech and fome others, have found fuch Abcn. 
great difficulties in the Books of Chronicles, chiefly in what re- 
lates to the Genealogies, that, after having attempted to re- 
folvethem feveral ways, they have been fore'e to confefs, that 
the Copies from which Efdras made his Collection were faulty : 
fo likewife there are very few Jews who have dar'd to make 
Commentaries upon the Chronicles. Kimhi obferves that he has R. WniH. 
feen but one which he found at Narbon, and he does not much 
efteem that, becaufe it was full of allegories, which are unneccf- 
fary for the literal explanation of the Text. Don Jofeph, a Spa- r>™ 
niln Jew, who has writ upon thefe very Books, has found them 
fo intricate, that he has faid nothing but doubtfully. This 
, Rabbi having underftood that part of the Genealogies was im- 
perfect and uncertain, by comparing them with the Books of 
Genefis, Jojhua, Samuel and the Kings, where they arc likewife 
fet down, i»s forc't to fay that Efdras found the Families which 
he fpeaks of abridg'd, and that he has given them in the fame 
manner as he found them. Moreover the fame Authour, ha- 
ving examin'd the great variety both in the names and things 
themfelves, adds, that we ought not to wonder at it, becaufe it 
is ufual in courfe of time for both names and things to change, 
he concludes that Efdras has copyM every thing as he could 
collect it, a little from one part and a little from another, and 
that this is the true reafon why he does not always make a di- 
rect and methodical Genealogy, and farther to maintain his Opi- 
nion he aflerts that the Jews had then loft the order of their 
Genealogies, and that Efdras collected what he could find, al- 
though that was often without order, and twice repeated. . 
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, Levi, R. Levi Ben Cerfon, who has made a Commentary on the 
Chronicles, doubts almoft thoroughout, and ordinarily makes ufe 
of thefe exprelfions, methinks, perhaps, it may be, and other fuch 
like, fo fully perfwaded was he that it was very hard to refolve 
the difficulties contain'd in thefe Books. R. David Kimhi fiiews. 
indeed more fubtilty than the other Rabbins in the Commenta- 
ries he has made on the fame Books, but he is fometimes for- 
ced to blame the Records which Efdras made ufe of in his Col- 
lection. Aben Melech, who had abridg'd the Works of thofe 
who had gone before him, finds likewife no better way to ex- 
plain all thefe difficulties, than by faying with many others, that 
from the time of Efdras there were many variations in the He- 
brew Copies which have not been amended by the faid Efdras, 
nor by any other Writer of thofe times, they being contented 
to put out their Books as correct as poilibly they could from 
the Records which they had. Thefe fame Jews add that they 
did not at that time much trouble themfelves with that exactnefs 
of Orthography, nor thofe little punctilio's which at prefent 
we ferioully apply our felves to to render the Copies of the 
Bible more correct. 

The moft learned Jews do agree, that the Hebrew Text of 
the Bible is at prefent faulty, but it is likely they err in throw- 
ing what they count amifs upon the Records which Efdras made 
ufe of. It is more proper to blame the Jewilh Tranflatours, 
rather than thofe who compofed the body of the Scriptures, 
which we call canonical. There are clear examples of omifllons 
which could not come but through Tranfcribers, and which one 
may eafily fupply by other Books , and if we had the ancient 
Records by which this Collection was made, it would be more 
cafie to correct thefe omiflions. The Fathers partly agree with the 
Jews touching the diforder which happened to the Hebrew Copies 
during the time of Captivity, but they will by no means allow that 
Efdras has done any thing clfe but join'd them together with 
their imperfections. BelUrmine, who has examined thefenfe of 
the Fathers in this point is of this judgment, that we ought not 
to follow the opinion of thofe who believe that the Books 

J'r ?d' were intirelv Io " in tlieir exiIe > and that Efdras dictated new 
' " • "' ones : Then he adds, that the Fathers, who had treated belt on 
this Subject, have plainly affirmed that Efdras did nothing but 
gather together the Copies which were left, and corrected them 

in the 
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in the corrupt places. This agrees with the opinion of Thcodom, ntoi.p-.^ 
who affirms that Efdras revifed the places in the facred Scripture " ,p " 
where any errours were crept in. either through negligence of 
the Jews or impiety of the Babylonians. Clemens Alexandrinus gem. aim. 
calls this Collection, which is attributed to Efdras, Anagnorifmon, ' ' l ' 
or Revifton. 'Tis for this reafon that S. Jerome writing againft 
Helvidms, dares not abfolutely cite the Books of the Law under 
hisuamc, but ufes thefe exprelfions, Whether youH fay that 
Mofes was the Arthur of the Pentateuch, or that Efdras eftablifiPt 
it is indifferent to me : in effect the paflage he cites in that place 
was not Mofes\ although it is found among the Books which are 
called his. 

This laft opinion of the Fathers ought to be preferr'd before that 
of the Jews, who have fo far carried their principles, as boldly to 
affirm that the feveral readings we find in the Hebrew Text 
were from Efdras his time, which has not the leaft lhadow of 
reafon, as we /hall plainly Ihew in the fequel of this Book, where 
we will particularly fet forth the rife ot thefe feveral readings. 
But moft of the Jews, applying themfelves but little to the 
Criticifine of the Scripture, and yet defirous to refolve all the 
difficulties contained therein, have had recourfe to two great 
Principles, which are mount Sinai and the great Ajfembly, which 
according to them was held under Efdras. When they have no- 
thing to fay to the doubts that are propos'd to them, they an- 
fwer that it is a conftant Tradition which is come from mount 
Sinai to them by fucceflion of time. Thus they make Mofes the 
Authour of their dreams, and when the things in queftion are 
manifeftly fince Mofes time, they have recourfe to the great Sy- 
nagogue or Aflembly, of which Efdrat was chief, and by this 
means they always hide their ignorance. In fum, whether thefe 
defaults pretended by the Jews come from the corruption of the 
Copies Efdras made ufe of as the Rabbins believe, or whether 
they come from Tranfcribers as we fuppofe, it cannot be de- 
ny'd but they are very ancient, feeing moft of them arc found in 
the Greek Septuagint Tranflation. 

There are neverthelefs fome things which may rather be at- 
tributed to them who have made a Collection of the ftcred Scrip- 
ture than to the Tranfcribers ; as the frequent repetitions, and 
fynonimous terms which fcem to be added by way of explana- 
tion. This evidently appears in the Collection which has been 

F made 
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made of Proverbs, where there are many that exprefs but the 
fame thing, and which might have been omitted, unlefs we fay 
that the Tranfcribers have repeated them. But to me it appears 

Proverbs, more probable that thefe Proverbs have been gathered together 
from feveral Copies, where thefe repetitions were, and that 
thofe who compiled them did not trouble themfelves with lea- 
ving out what feemM \inneceflary becaufe it ferv'd for illuftra- 
tion. They have oncly added wme links to join them better 
together, and to make but one body of them. The firft Verfe 
of the 25th. of Proverbs is thus, and thefe words [.Thefe are alfo 
the Proverbs of Solomon, which the men of Hezfikiah copied out."} 
can be onely his who has writ them down to form the Collection 
which we have, being before diiperf 't in different Copies. 

'Tis the fame with the Prophecies, which have not altogether 
been compofcd by the Prophets in the manner as they are at 
prefent, but thofe who have collected them have inferted other 
ads. relating to fome Hiftories that ferved for illuftration of 
thefe Prophecies. To which may be added what is in the be- 
ginning of every Prophecy, and even in other Books of the Bible 
by Way of title 1 where we fee the names of the Authonrs fet 
down at the beginning, with fome words that belong to the Hi- 
ftory of that time. According to this maxime the refleftion 

Kuu soi!" Ca J mm has m ade upon the firft words of the Proverbs of Solo- 
mon, are not to be much regarded, where he obferves that Solo- 
mon is the firft of the Hebrew Writers who has put his name to 
the beginning of his Book , and that the Prophets afterwards 
imitated him. It is more likely that thefe titles and feveral 
other fuch things have been added by the Authour of the Col- 
lection of the Bible, as in the fame manner titles to moft of 
the mints have been annexed. Which is eafie to be known bv 
the diverfity of the ftyle of the two firft Chapters of Job, which 
have been put at the beginning of this Poem by way of Argument 
or Prologue. Moreover what has been inferted in this fame 
Poem, to ihew the different perfons who fpeak, has given verv 
great light unto it, whereas there's much confofion in the Book 

tank. of Canncles where it is very hard to diftinguifh the Speakers bv 
reafon they have not been pointed out. y 
That we may better underftand whence the beginning of thefe 
Prophecies we have fpoke of proceeded, we /bill obferve that 
the Prophets had not onely tne careofWingS^ 

rable 
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rable acts which paft in the State, aad of writing the holy Scrip- 
tures \ but in quality of publick Oratours they preached before 
the people as the neceffities of the State required. They foretold 
the evils with which it was threatned, and God made ufe of 
them to declare his will, and reveal his moft fecret counfels. 

Thefe Sermons or Prophecies were inroll'd and kept in Regi- pro r w,ei. 
fteries, as all other Acts Were, feveral Copies whereof weredi- 
ftributed among the people, that they might read them and be 
inftructed by fuch exhortations. When a body of all thefe 
was to be made, it was neceffary to put them into order, 
and feveral acts have been inferted which belong to the affairs of 
that time \ thefe additions may eafily be known oy the bare rea- 
ding of thofe Books. It fometimes fells out that the Authour 
of the Collection plainly difcovers this by certain words which 
he adds the better to knit the Difcourle together. There are 
neverthelefs feveral omiflions both in the Prophecies and other 
Books which I dare not attribute to the Authours of the Colec-r 
tion, being perfwaded they proceed from the negligence of the 
Jews, who have not preferred the Texts of tne Bible with fuf- 
ficient care. There are for example in iheTexts of Jeremiah many 
phrafes fo curtelFd that the fenfe of them cannot be found out 
but byfupplying many words, or reverfing the order of periods, 
and placing them in their proper ftation, which liiav neverthe- 
lefs in fome meafure proceed from the particular ftyle of the 
Writers. For there is a great; cfeaf of difference between the ftyle 
of Jfaiah and Jeremiah. This laft puts jndif&rently one Prapo- 
fition for another, the Fosminine for the Mafculine, the Plural 
for the Singular, and the Singular for the Plural, the Praterperfett 
Tenfe for the Fume, and the Fume for the PraterperfeEt Tenfe. 
hutlfaiah, who was a perfon of Quality, feldom falls into thefe 
irregularities, his words are nea,t and weal chofeny and he under* 
ftands how to proportion his pifcour fe to theSubjcct he treats of. 
This made S. Jerome &y that the expreffions of Ifaiah were clean fflfraiym. 
and great, becaufe he was a man of Quality, whereas Jeremiah, ha- 
ving been bred up in the Country among Peafants, had a low and j«'c^.' 
rude ftyle. Which hinders not, as the fame Father remarks, but 
that he had the fame fpirit of Prophecy as the other Prophets who 
were more eloquent than he. For this reafon it is that the Prophet 
Amos makes ufe of odmpariibns taken from Lions and other Crea- 
tures, becaufe he had been bred up in the Forrefts among thofe fort 
of Beafts. F 2 CHAP. 
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CHAP. V. 

Proof of the additions and other changes which have heen 
made in the Scripture, and particularly in the Pentateuch. 
Mofes cannot be Authour of the Books which are attributed 
to him. Several Examples, 

IT is not difficult to bring other proofs to /hew that Mofes is 
not the onely Authour of the whole Pentateuch after the man- 
jerom. ner as we now have it. S. Jerome, as we have before remarkt, 
i5"c :lm ^ ur ^ not a ^ cr '' )e lt wholly to him ; and Mafftus, who is one of 
>/jor. the moft learned and judicious Interpreters of the Scripture we 
have had in thefe laft Ages, has not ftuck to fay, that feveral 
things have been added to the Books of Mofes ; he acknowledges 
Peter. i» thole publick Writers which we before lpoke of, and Pererim 
frocn,""' the Jefuit is of Majfw his opinion, becaufe it feemed extreamly 
reafonable to him ; this Jeuiit believes that fome of the Works 
of thofe publick Writers have been cullM out and inferted into 
the holy Scriptures which we have at prefent. He does not likewife 
rejeft the reafon which Majfiut brings to prove that the Books 
of Mofes are not now in the fame condition they were when 
Mofes writ them, but his reafons confift chiefly in that we fee in 
the Pentateuch other Books, Proverbs and Verfes or Sentences 
quoted which none can doubt but were after Mofes. The Au- 
thours of thefe Verfesx>r Sentences are called Mofcelim, that is 
to fay, elegant or fubtil Writers, who writ Books in Verfe or 
JJonfr. Com. rather in a Ihort and lententious ftyle. Bonfrerins the Jefuit 
™p«nra. attributes to other Writers than Mofes many things which this 
Legiflatour could not have writ but by the fpirit of Prophecy. 
Shall we fay for example that Mofes is the Authour of the laft 
Chapter of Deuteronomy where his Death and Burial are defcrib'd ? 
I know that Jofephus and Phil'o upon this oecafion have recourfe 
to Prophecy, but we oueht not to believe him more than other 
Jews who afcribe the whole Law to Mofes to render it more.au- 
thentkk. • 

We have already obferv'd that Jojhua added fomething to the 
Law, and moreover if Mofes was the Authour tflhQ. Pmateueh, 

after 
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after the manner as it is at prefent writ, would he have ufed this 
way of (peaking, The Canaanite was then in the land ? 'Tis 
known that the Canaanites continued the pofleffion of this Coun- 
try here fpoke of all the time of Mofes, fo that this could not 
be writ but after they had been driven out. The names of^n-M*- 
Hebron and Dan and fome others which are in the Pentateuch v ' 5I ' 
were not in being in the time of Mofes, it is likewife probable 
that he could not have writ thefe words ( Jnd are the Kings 0tn - <• * 6 - 
that reigned in the land of Edom before there reigned any King"'* 1 ' 
over the Children of Jfrael) this manner of fpeaking fuppofes the 
eftablifliment of Kings amongft the Hebrews : and Bonfrerins 
the Jefuit in expounding fome Interpreters on this paflage adds 
thefe words £ J had rather fay that another Writer has added fome* 
thing to Mofes Books than to make him continually to pafs for a 
Prophet. 2 I know that anfwers may be brought to moft of thefe 
paifages, and to fome others unneceflary to be produc't, but by 
never lb little reflection on thofe anfwers one may find them 
more fubtil than true : and I do not believe that it is neceilary 
or prudent to have recourfe to thefe fort of folutions, fince 
the moft; learned Fathers have freely acknowledged, that the 
Pentateuch at leaft as it is now could not wholly be Mofes's. 

Befidcs thefe ways of fpeaking and many other fuch like which 
Mofes could never be the Authour of, there are many repeti- 
tions of the fame thing in the Pentateuch which are apparently 
nob Mofes\ y but rather theirs who have made a Collection of 
the holy Scriptures, and have join'd together feveral readings 
or explanations of the fame words, not thinking it convenient 
to leave out of their Copies what might illuftrate the Text. 
We may place in the number of thefe repetitions, the defer ip- 
tion of the Deluge, as it is in the 7th. Chapter of Genefis from 
the 17th.. Verfe to the 24th. it is faid in the 17th. Verfe that 
the, waters encreajl and bare Hp the Ark^, and it was lift Hp above 
the earth, then in the 18th. Verfe that the waters prevailed, and 
were encreafed greatly upon the earth, and Veife the 1 9th- The waters 
prevailed exceedingly upon the earth, and that the high hills were 
covered; which is again repeated in the 20th. Verfc, where it 
is faid that the waters encreafed fifteen cubits, whereby the moun- 
tains were covered. It is probable that if oncly one Authour 
had compofed this Work he would have explained himfeif in 
fewer words, efpecially in a Hiftory. The 21ft. 22d. 23d. Verfes 

obferve ,• 
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obferve nothing but the fame thing in fynonimous terms. 

It is laid in the 2 1 11. Verfc that all flejh which moved on the face 
of the earth died, afterwards in the 22d. all in xohofe nofirils was 
the breath of life upon the earth dfd, and 23d. Verfe, Every living 
fnbftance was defiroyed : The number of the Animals which died 
is Hkewife rcneatedin the 2 ift. and 23d. Verfes. 'Tis true there 
are three different words in thefe three Verfes that fignifie the 
Earth, but thefe three different words fignifie nothing but the 
Earth, and the other expreiTions are likewife fynonimous. 
Fno .1. Thefe repetitions are more frequent in Exodus and Levitictu 
Lcvitic ' than in Genefis, which is the reafon that the Septuagint and 
vulgar Tranflation abridge fometimes the words and keeponely 
to the fenfe. 1 don't pretend to fpeak here of the repetitions 
of the fame thing which are indifferent Chapters or indifferent 
Books of the Law, for there may be reafons for repeating the 
fame thing in feveral places according to fome new contingency, 
as we fee in the Commandments or Ordinances of the Law. I 
fpeak onely of the repetitions that are in the fame place, as in 
the 3 ift. 01 Exodus, where it is faid in the 14th. Verfe [Xe Jhall 
k$ep the Sabbath therefore for it is holy unto you. Every one that 
defileth it {hall furely be put to death, for whofoever doeth any worl^ 
therein that foul jhall be cut off from among ft his people,"} Then 
in the 15th. Verfe immediately following thefe words [Six 
days may work be done, but in the feventh is the Sabbath of refi 
holy to the Lord, whofoever doeth any work, in the Sabbath day jhall 
furely be put to death : } and in the 16th. Verfe [The Children 
of Jjrael jhall keep the Sabbath."} I am of opinion that we ought 
likewife to take thefe words of the 3 2d. Chapter 15th. Verfe for 
Exod, jj. fynonimous terms : {Mofes went down from the Mount and the 
two Tables of the Teftimony in his hands, the Tables were writ on 
both their fides, on the one fide and the other were they writ. } 
Thefe ways of fpeaking writ of both fides, and writ on this fide, 
and that, feem to be the fame but differently expreft, yet ne- 
verthelefs many both Jewifh and Chriftian Interpreters have 
been very curious upon this pafiage, as well as feveral others 
where they have multiplied the Laws, the Actions and Miracles, 
becaufe they have not fufficiently confidered the ftvle of the 
Scripture. ' 

What difference can we find betwixt thefe words of the 3d. 
mit j. Chapter of Leviticus and the 4th. Verfe {the fat that covereth 

the 
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ihe inwards'] and thefe others in the fame Verfe tall the fat which 
is upon the inwards"} they are likewife again repeated in the 14th. 
Verfe. It is eafie to underftand fuch another repetition in the 
16th. of Exod. 35th. Verfe, where we reade [The Children of 
Jfrael did eat Manna 40 years, untill they came to a land inhabited,} 
and afterwards {they did eat Manna till they came unto the borders 
of the land of Canaan.} In fine, the Books of Mofes are full of 
thefe forts of repetitions, whereof fome are rather explanations 
of what went before than repetitions, as in the fame 16th. of 
Exodus 36th. Verfe, where it is faid {The Omer is the tenth part 
of an Ephah :} in the Scripture Omer and the tenth part of an 
EphahatQ took indifferently one for another, and here the 36th. 
Verfe is apparently but an explanation of the wordO/wr which 
is in the 33d. Verfe, which cannot be methinks Mofes\ but theirs 
who have made a Collection of the Pentateuch, who have not 
thought it convenient to leave out thefe additions which they 
found in the Records, becaufe they ferv'd in fome fort for il- 
lustration, and others they have added themfelves to render the 
Text more intelligible. For this reafon 'tis that in the 6th. 
Chapter of Leviticus Verfe 9. the word Burnt-offering and ex- 
planation of it are join'd together, which happens alfo in feve- 
ral other places of the Scripture. We ought neverthelefs to 
take heed that we (peak not here of feveral repetitions which 
have as well their grace in the Book of Mofes as in the Poems 
of Homer : as in the Hiftory of the Ark Noah repeats a good 
deal of what had been commanded him, this laft repetition is 
the Authour's, and has been put down to (hew the faithfull exe- 
cution of the Commandment. Mofes and Homer are much alike Home r. 
in this, which proceeds from their expreffion being always na- 
tural, and by conference fubject to fuch repetitions. We find 
likewife that even Martial could not forbear jetting upon Homer 
upon this occafion in one of his Epigrams. 

But there is another fort of repetition in the Books of Mofes 
which renders the Text obfeure, which is when the fame thing 
is repeated in different places, at little diftance one from the 
other, for then to find out the order in the words the fenfe is 
often changed, whereas it is to be fuppos'd as certain that the 
order is very often neglected in the Scripture. For example, 
the Hiftory of the Detoge is very confus'd, chiefly in what re- 
lates to the time that the waters remained upon the earth j and 
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it is likewife the fame in the narration of the Rods which Jacob 
ufed to divide his Flocks from Laban\ and abundance of fuch 
like places, the explanation of which is hard, by reafon of cer- 
tain repetitions with fome changes, that make one believe they 
are different things, although for the moft part it is one and the 
lame thing differently expreft in feveral places. 

It may be nevcrtheiefs that good part of thefe repetitions be- 
long to the Genius of the Hebrew Tongue, which is a very 
plain Language, and repeats often the lame thing by different 
terms, which appears in almoft all the Books of the Scripture, 
and which we lind even in the Ordinances of our Kings, ana 
in the ftyle of the Chancery of Rome, as well as in the ftyle of 
our Courts for civil Affairs, where feveral words are placed af- 
ter one another which fignifie but the fame thing. When thefe 
s. Aug. repetitions are not immediate after one another S. Auguftin calls 
them Recapitulations, and in this moft Interpreters have fol- 
lowed him , but whether thefe repetitions proceed from him 
who has collected the Records, and has let them alone becaufe 
they ferve for explanation, or whether they proceed from the 
Genius of the Hebrew Tongue, it is convenient to obferve them 
for the better underftanding the Scripture ftyle. 

1 queftion likewife whether one Ihould attribute to Mofes or to 
the publick Writers which were in his time the little order which 
is to be found in fome places of the Pentateuch, it is more pro- 
bable that as in thofe times the Books were written upon little 
Scrolls or feparate Sheets that were fow'd together, the order 
of thefe Sheets might be changed. And befides the Books of 
the Bible we have now, being onely an abridgment, the order of 
matters contained in them has not always been regarded. The 
Rabbins have endeavoured to excufe this by a Figure, which they 
call Mukedam Meuhar, and is the fame thing with Hyjleron Pro- 
teron with the Greeks. It is true that the beft Autnours fome- 
^[mes fall into little miftakes, fo likewife do we not pretend to 
draw from thence an infallible confequence to prove that Mofes 
could not be the Authour of the Pentateuch in the order that it is. 
h Teems to me that the Jews themfelves did not much regard 
writing in method, as it would be eafie to prove by the ftyle 
ot the Epiftles of S. Paul: Andf/aron, a Caraite Jew, who has 
made literal Commentaries on the whole Pentateuch, obferves 
often this confufion of order, which he calls HafhucfC, and fays 

that 
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that it is ufual Enough in SctijJtwe r 'to begin' wtth^ne thing; 
then to J>afs to aKtothei ;", iand afterwards «^relume? f fega]h' the 
firft. A great many places in the Books of the ta# where the 
order is confus'd make me think that thofe Books were not ori- 
ginally compoPd in that method. For example, cart any one 
believe that an Hiftorian mould write the Hiftory of the Crea- 
tion of Man with fo little order as there is in the firft Chapter 
of Gcncfis, where the fame things are teveral times repeated 
without method, 'and as it were befides the Jiurpbfe ? anefmdre- 
over after the Man and the Woman were created in the firfl: 
Chapter and 27th. Verfe, the Woman is fuppoied not to be made, 
and in the following Chapter the manner how ihe was taken 
from Adam's fide is defcribed, neverthelefs in the fame -Chap- 
ter it was before forbidden him, as lie was her Husband, whom 
ihe accompanied in the Garden, to eat tihe fruit of a certain 
Tree. 

There is not more method obferved in the other part of the 
Narration, which explains the Creation of other things, than 
in that of Man, and I do not know whether it is fufflcient to 
fay that all thefe repetitions are recapitulations, becaufe they 
are very little remote one from the other. To underftand the 
Books of Mofes one muft often join many Verfes together by 
beginning with the laft and coming up to the firft. For ex- 
ample, to explain thoroughly the 3d, 4th, 5th Verfes of the a 1 ft 
Chapter of Genijis, one muft begin at the 5th Verfe, where it 
is faid, Abraham was an hundred years old when his Son Ifaac wds 0tn « 
born Unto him: then cine muft continue the fenfe by taking the j 
4th Verfe. where it is faid that Abraham circumcifed Ifaac be- \ 
ing eight days old, and at laft the Hiftory will be compleated by 
the words of the 3d Verfe, and Abraham catted the name of his 
Son Ifaac. ■'>■■ ■ . i. : 

This order methinks the Hiftorian ought to have kept for 
the Jews don't name their Children till after their Circumcifion. 
The 46th Verfe of the 31ft Chapter of GeneRs is methinks like- 0:0, 
wife out of its order as well as all the difcourfe which treats 
of the Covenant between Jacob and Laban becaufe they did 
not eat till the Alliance Was roacle. Likewlte the death of 
Ifaac which is related at the end Of the 35th Chapter of Ge- 
nefis feems to be, out of its place, becaufe Ifaac died not at : that 
time, and that Joftfh was wld twelve years before the death 
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of //«cj yewerfchelefs the Hiftory of Jofeph begins, but at the 
37th Chapter of the fame Book. There> no body m reading 
the word* of the 38th of Genefis [And it came to pafs at that 
time, that Judab went down from his brethren."} butrwould at firft 
believe that they were join'd.with thofe that go before them* 
and that the time i* related; in which this action paft. Never- 
thelef8. it. is, nptifo^;dnd the moft learned fnterpreters of the: 
Scripture aguffi tjhat it happened at anoihertime. ■ .. ■ ■ 

Thofe who ; do not fomciently examin the ftyle of the holy. 
Scriptures, are fubject to fall into/great errours concerning thfc 
Chronology, and they trouble themfelves in vain to find out x 
ferjes in difcourfes, where there is none. The Hiftory of Jethro 
Exod, 18. which > is related v& the beginning of the $th Chapter of Exo* 
dw, teems likqwjfe. not to be placed in the time wherein, it was- 
fprafmuch a$» Jtthjo feems not to have cpme .tM the fecondi 
year after the finifhing the Tabernacle, as may be prov'd out 
of Deuteronomy, ; and theft forts of expreflions that render the 
fenfe hard*. /» that times in thofe dayh are meerly redundant, .and! 
have no relation: to, what . goes- before, on comesr after; y which, 
makes j&e beJie^thafi the, Leaves- or ; Spalls on , which; thefe. 
Boqks, were! writ have, not been- pr,eferved) in their; firft orders. 
In the 46th of Gtntflsy where the Children of Jfrael are ryuinbred] 
who went into zrfgyk with him > thefe are accounted among.- 
thera v Jpfeph it Mfinaffeh and Ephraim^ wJjp cpuU not go with 
hiRJnto.v^iy^beqaufe tbeX[ werse there rpefore, him. > And as. 
that- place me.ntioa$,.the; Children o£ v //*v^ an& his . Chi/drensi 
Cl$dr<sn whoicame^with hw» iivto Egypt-, it is probable fpr,,hre*i 
vitv's.feke thefe two things have been jojn'd together as; if they- 
had all been Jacob's Children. This exoreflion is, in, other pkr 
ces\o£ the Scripture as appears in thenumbring ofthe Children 
of Jacob in the 3 5th Chapter of Genejts, where Benjamin i$ couno- 
ted-amongft the Children that Jacob had in Mcfopotwia, and 
never thelefs Benjamin was not born there but m the land of 
Cjtnaan, 

To return to thenumbring of the Children that went down, 
Jacob into «£gpr, it i$ } very difficult to make the fupputa*. 
tlpn agree with the perfons that are named, Thereare other 
places where thefe fort of computations are more hard to re- 
concile, which proceeds rather from the omiffion of Tranfcribers. 
Han the confufion of the Order. The, Interpreters labour often. 

to no . 
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to no purpcffelto juftifle thefe omifltorfs, as if 'thesscripttfre ha* 
net been fdbject to as-many acciUents>as mdIt other Books have 
been (as the Fathers have obferved) and that men had not been 
the depofitories of them. We mutt never contradict experience, 
efpecially when It is bactft by good authority,' and we fee that 
tlie Fathers and the Jews mate no< difficulty to acknowledge the 
Books of the Scripture are hot in -all joints the Tame as they 
were in the beginning. The Jews themfelves who are called 
Caraites* beeaule they reject all the Tradition of the other Jews, 
and apply themfelves wholly to the Teats of the Scripture, often 
obferte'lhe' fame things we noW'f^ak dFHotwithitattding the 
great veneration they liave fbr'the Bible. ; ^fls true that the Jews 
ordinarily afcribe thefe terrours to the Ms of theit Gdpies at 
the time of their Captivity in Babylon, and fay that it is im- 
poffiblethe Collection of Scripture mould be perfect for want 
of true and faithfull Copies : but it is more probable that this 
proceeds from the negligence of thofe who lived after Efdras. 
To conclude, we ought to take heeo! or* giving wdkulous and 
far-fetch't foltitions to thefe forts of difficulties We meet with, 
although it is convenient to try all means poffible tb explain 
them, but it cannot be done unlefs one be throughly inftructed 
in what wc have already obferved, and what we mail farther 
obferve in the feejuel of this Criticifme. After this manner 
S. Jerome anfwers the queftioi) which Was put concerning Solo- 
mon and to Whcini- the Sterijiture feems to allbw Children 
before they were come 'to the age of maturity. This holy Hie™. 
Father, after having given many examples to Jhew that it was Ee "" i 
not altogether impolhble t adds that, we ought, not in reading 
the Scripture to ftick at thefe fdrt : elf questions 1 which relate to 
the Genealogies, beeaufe much iime is utfprdfitably fpent, and 
that there are apparent coritradiclJiohs not to be reconciled. 
Relege (fays he) omnes & Veteris & Novi Tejramemi Bros & 
t ant am annorm reperies dijfonantiam & mmerum inter Judam & 
Jfrael id eft inter regnttm, utYttrnqke 'wnfiiftim nt hnjufmodi barer* 
^Haf ipnibas nan tkm finSoJi^nam otipfihvtninh tfe vidcatttr, and 
he cdnfirms his oj^faon by the wqtds of ttegue intend*- Tim. 1; 
rtnt fabkUs &>genfrWityinnrmtykh ft* 'Mtkftiones prdfiant ma- 
gis quam WfimmneWfiii. 

It is therefore very uncertain fuppofing this principle, to 
eftablifh Genealogies and Chronologies upon the Copies of the 
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Bible which arc come to us ? becaufe in many places they are 
onely Records abridg'd, or elfe repetitions of the fame thing* 
Which holds not good onely as to the Hebrew Text now extant, 
but likewife to that which was long time before our Saviour, lince 
it is not onely in the Greek Tranilation of th* Septuagmt, but 
likewife in the original Hebrew. If in Tome places the Trans- 
lation happens to be more exact, the order better obferv'd, the 
number better counted, or the repetitions not fo great, that 
the phrafes are lefs maim'd, and the periods more compleat, this 
is not for all that a convincing argument that it has been tranf- 
lated from better Hebrew Copies^ becaufe it may befaid thefe 
Interpreters topk the liberty of changing fomething to render 
their Tranflatipn more intelligible. Befits this happens fo 
frequently that we may conclude that almoft all we have noted 
was in the Hebrew Text before the Tranilation of the Septuagint. 
I, would neverthelefs not urge fo far my reflections on this mat- 
AtxnEph. ter as Aben Epbra 2nd Aaron, Caraite, Jews, have done, who 
Amn. have rely'd upon nothing but conjedures. . . . 

What is plain and evident upon this . Subjectmuft be diftin- 
gui(h-t from what relies onely on appearance and probability ^ 
we ought onely tp be j^rfwadedin general that, the things which 
we have fpoke of are in many places of the Scripture, becaufe 
thofe Books are onely a Co} le$t\on; which js.not fo perfcft as 
a true original, as ; the Fathers; dq agree. : That is not to be found 
in the hiftorical part onely but alio in t\\e Laws and Ordinances, 
which are for that very reafon oftentime obfcure and intricate; 
Which creates a difpute between the Coram Jews and theRab- 
binifts, becaufe they agree not whether the thing refpects one 
taw onely, which has beep, repeated i/vfomc feveral words, or 
whether it refpects two ftveral Laws. The Interpreters often 
deviate from the fenfe or Mofes when they obferve onely ,in his 
Laws the feries of the words, which are not always in their 
right place, as one may fee in the 12A Chapter of Exodus and 
the 3d Verfe, where, to make, a reafonable conftruction, what is 
'faid of the Thief in the 3d Vetfe.nwft be join'd with the ift, 
becaufe there is a tranjbofition and, then,' ;0ne ought to join the 
4th Verfe with the ift ; and moreover thefe words of the 4th 
Verfe \_lftbe< theft be Certainly found. in \his hand alive"} ought 
onely to relate to the Ox and the Sheep which this Verfe makes 
mention of, and not, to the Afs, although that is fpoke of in the 
ft me place with the two other Animals. - The 



Book I. ( 45- ) Chap. V. 

The variety of the ftyle we meet with in the Books of. Mofes 
feems to be a convincing argument that one and the fame man 
was not the Authour. Sometimes we find a very curt ftyle and' 
fometimes a very copious one, although the variety of the mat- 
ter does not require it *, we ought neverthelefs to acknowledge 
that the Hebrews very often fpeak but by halfes, and that they 
fometimes begin a matter without ending of it, and that they 
are not exact in the placing of their words. The Epiftles of 
S. Paul rurnifh us with examples of all thefe differences of ftyle, 
neverthelefs it would be very difficult to juftifie the Books of 
iWfl/M.'and the reft of the Bible where this happens, otherwife than 
by having recOurfe to ;thofo who have new modell'd the Hebrew 
Copies, and to Tranfcribers, who through negligence have 
omitted whole words and periods. The Authours of the Ma- 
xj>Yet y which we fliall treat of hereafter, feem to agree to this, 
lince they have left certain void fpaces, as if they would give 
notice that in thofe places the Hebrew Text is defective : more- 
over the Rabbins are fb much perfwaded of this truth, that 
they make infertions infbme places where there feems no necef* 
fity to require it, which no doubt they would never have done 
if they thought the Hebrew Text was compleat. 'Tis thus at 
the Hebrew Rabbins interpret what the Serpent faid to Eve in 
the 3d of Genefis and the 5th Verfe, and that they pretend that, 
in that Text there is onely part related of the difcourfe between 
the Serpent and Eve, becaufe there are feveral particulars in 
the Hebrew which according to them fignifie as much more, 
whence they infer that the difcourfe is wholly imperfe^ .and 
that what went before has. been paft over in filcnce. 

R. Mofes Cotji, a learned Jew v to refoivc thefe difficulties has.K. Moftf 
had recourfe to a fecond Law which he. calls the oral Law, P*; * thr 
Which is the interpretation of the written Law which God gave Boykt 
to Mofes, according to their opinion, upon Mount Sinai ; he be- 
lieves that the written Law has errours which cannot be recti- 1« 
lied but by the Oral, which the Jews pretend has been intirely 
preferv'd down even unto them : and he gives for example the 1 
40th Veife of the 12th Chapter of Exodus, where he lays that 
the fojourning of the Children of tfrael in tAigypt root 4QQ years.' 
How can one explain that, fays this Authour, without the heljy 
of the oral Law, fince it is certain that Kolmh, Son of Levi,, 
who was one of them that went into <s£gypt, lived but 133. 

years, 
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years, that Amram lived onely 137 years, and that Mofes ms 
but 80 years old when God fpoke to him, which makes in all 
but 3 50 ? The fecond example which he gives is taken from the 
46th Chapter of Gtmfis and the 27th Verfe* where 'tis iaid that 

all the foals of the houfi of Jacob who went into v£gy9t were three- 
fewe and ten, and neverthelefs in Counting the number there re- 
lated they are found to be bur #9 : moreover 'tis obferv?d in 
the 3d Chapter of Numbers the 39th Verfe, there are reckonM 
22000, but if wc join all the numbers together there remain 
500 above the account. This Rabbin brings many, other ex* 
amples to (hew thatch* Text of Scripture alone cahriot ;be url* 
derftood without the help of oral Law or Traditionj and the 
Fathers feem to agreewith this Rabbin in his opinion. 



C H A P. VI. 

The Objeftion of the Jews to Jbew that Mofes is the onely 
Authour of the Law. Anfwers with new proofs to deft toy 
that Opinion, 

ALthoughthemoft learned Jews agree with us that the Col- 
lection of the Bible which we now have is not wholly the 
fame it was in its firft original, yet they afliire us that the five 
Books of theLaw are wholly Mofes y s. They ftifiy maintain that 
God dictated them to him word for word, and that they muft 
not fay that Mofes writ one fingle Verfe of his own Authority. 
They have moreover made it one of the principal Articles of 
Talmud, their Faith, and the Dottours of the Talmud have excluded thofe 
sinbedtlm. fr° m Heaven who are of another opinion. R. Mofes allures us 
uamban. ' according to the judgment of his Doctours that thofe cannot 
itattX De rank't in the number of the Israelites that deny that the whole 
Law comes immediately from God ? nay, mould except but one 
Verfe or one Word and afcribe it to Mofes as the Authour. 
1 doubt not but fo rigid a Sentence has deterr'd Abravanel from 
thoroughly examining, according to the rules of Criticifme, the 
Books of Mofes as he has done the reft of the Bible - 7 but if we 

do but 
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do but apply to the Pentateuch what this Authour alledges to 
prove that, the Books which bear the names of Jofhna and Samuel 
are npr theirs, we may be convince that the Pentateuch is not 
wholly Miffs'**. This we have already lhewn. There remains 
now that we anfwer the reafons of the Jews, and at the fame 
time more firmly eftablilh what we have already laid down. 
f Some'-amongft them liave believed that Mofes received the 
whole Law from God upon Mount Sinai with the two Tables 
where thei Commandments, were, but they are deceived, not ha- 
ving fufficiently examin'd the paflages we find related in the 
Tenwcuch, nor the time in which they were done. They make 
ule of the Teftimonies of Exodtu and pcuteronomy to, prove that 
Mofes ia the onely. Authour of the Law, where it is faid that 
Mofes,'Krit\the Lam, as if the Book of the Law contain'd the 
five BOoks of the Pentateuch. This wecoughtto examin to take 
away all prejudice which many havey tAat by theLaw in thofe 
places the five Books of Mofes are to be underftood: 

We ihall obferve then that the Hebrews: call the Law Torak y 
which: is,a5UTiuchi as to fay Toftruftion or Doctrine,, fathatall 
which; is writ, in the Pentateuch mzfy in this.fcnfe be.callM Law, 
and it is. circumftances alone that can limit or extend:the figni*- 
fication. The words which feem to favour the Jews: in thisv 
point arein the 24th of "Exodus and the 12th Verfe, whene God 
commanded Mofesto come up to the mountain that he might gi ve 
him theTablesofStone, the Law and Cbmmadments to in&ruet 
tpe people, with. To which they add the Command which GocU 
laid upon Mofes to write all the words of the Law. Moreover 
'tis laid in the 3 ith Chapter' of the fame Book at the 24th Verfe, d.<u. 37. ^ 
That Mofes.vorit in a Rook^the mrdsofthe Law $ but mydelign 
is; to /hew by thefe paflages that in the Books of Moftsby the 
word. Law we cannot under Hand the whole Pentateuch. 
, Firft by what isirelated in Exodus touching the Law andCom- 
mandments which. God gave Mofes the whole Law cannot be 
underftood, fince the Ifraelires were 40 years after that in the 
Wildernefs, and that Mofes did not write or rather did not caufe 
to be writ the things which fell out during thofe 40 years, butac-r 
•cording to the times they paft in, as raankfeftly appears in the 
Text. So. the learnedft among the Jews believe that Mofes re- 
ceived onely from. God upon the Mount the Hjftory which re- 
lates to the Creation, of the World, and the reft wnich is writ 

both. 
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both in Genefis and Exodus to the time that God gave him the 
Law. We can conclude nothing elfe from the -Words of Exodris 
but xhriMofts received from God upon the Mount, the Tables, 
the Law, the Ordinances and Commandments. There is no 
mention made either in this place or any other that God dic- 
tated, to Mofes the Hiftory of the Creation or the Genealogies 
or any other things which are related in Genefis, Thele words 
therefore of Exodus ought to be reftrain'd to the Commandments 
and to the Ordinances, there being nothing in them that obliges 
us to extend them further. 

It.is not probable that Mofes read to the people all the Ten- 
tateuch, fince the actions there defcribed were not then come 
Exoa. J4 .7. to pafs. Thus thefe words ought to be explained, {.Mofes tobk^ 
ibiJ.vtr,*. the Bool^of the Covenant and read it in the audience of the People. 2 
This Book of the Covenant is took notice of a little before, 
where it is (aid that Mofes had writ all that God had told him, 
nr.* and this is better explain'd by the preceding words. In the 
fame place Mofes declared to the people all the words and Or- 
dinances of the Lord , and all the people anfwered with one 
voice the words which the Lord hath (aid will we doe"} it is 
plain that by thefe words, the Law, Ordinances and Command' 
ments nothing can be understood but what is treated in this Chap- 
ter or Parafa, as Aben Efra fays ; and it is this which is pro- 
perly called the Book of the Covenant, becaufe God made then 
a folemn Covenant with the Ifraelkes to whom he gave his 
Law, his Commandments and his Ordinances, by his Servant 
Mofes. 

In the fecond place as to what regards the paflages of Deute- 
ronomy whence the Jews endeavour to prove that Mofes wrote 
all the Pentateuch, they are to be explain'd after the fame man- 
ner as I have explain'd thofe of Exodus. The Ifraelites are 
commanded in Deuteronomy Chapter the 27th Verfe 2d and 3d, 
that as foon as they had palled Jordan they fliould fetup great 
Stones and mould write upon them all the words of the Law : 
but with the leaft attention to the Text we may beconvinc't 
that the terme of Law in this place cannot be extended any 
farther than to the things contained in the 27th Chapter of 
iw.v.r.s. Deuteronomy, nor is it generally exprefled Whou fljalt write the 
words of the Law} but with reftriction {alt the words of this Law} 
which is again repeated a little lower in thefe terms t Thou 

. Jhalt 
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palt write upon Stones all iU words, of this Law."} Moreover in the 
beginning of the fame Chapter Mofes and the Elders do injoin 
the people to obferve exactly what was commanded them on 
that day, and it is this which is termed Law in the following 
Verfes, which confifts in the twelve Curfes which are related in 
the fame places in form of Law the manner of pronouncing 
the laft or thefe maledictions, which is as the conclufion of all, 
fufficiently evidences that by the word Law in that place ought 
onely to be underftood the twelve Curfes, which contain fome 
Ordinances. They ought to be engraven upon Columns that 
the people might not be difpenPt with from obferving the 
Commandments that .were fixed upon them. See here the con-: 
stents of the laft malediction, {surfed be he that confirmed not ali 
the words of this Law to doe them} the Levites read with a loud 
voice thefe twelve Maledictions or Commandments before the 
people, who anfwer'd Amen, to (hew that they fubmitted them- 
felves to that Law of thefe twelve Maledictions that they con- 
fented mould be engraven on Pillars of Stone. 

Thofe Jews who have preferred the literal fenfe of the Scrip- 
ture before the dreams of the Talmud, and the quirks of the 
Cabbaliftick Doctours agree with us that what is writ in the 
27th of Deuteronomy, ought not to be underftood of the whole 
Law. In effect can one imagin that Mofes commanded the Ifra- 
elites to grave upon twelve Stones all contained in the Penta- 
teuch ? neverthelefs the Talmudifis who embrace the moft impro- 
bable and extravagant opinions, have gone further ; they have 
not onely aflur'd us that the five Books of Mofes were engraven 
on thefe Stones, but they further affirm that they were writ in 
70 Languages. R. Mofes of Nahman, who tells us this ftory Ramban. 
under the name of thefe Doctours, teftifies that he had found in a *" 
Book which treats of the crowns or the Law, that all the words of 
the five Books of the Law were engraven upon thefe Pillars with 
all the crowns. By theft crowns the Jews underftand little 
ftrokes or points which they write in fafluon of a horn or crown 
upon certain letters for ornament fake. Thefe crowns are not 
to be found but in the Hebrew Copies referv'd for theufe of the 
Synagogue, and not in thofe which belong to particular perfons, 
and if we will give credit to the fancies of the Kabbins, Mofes re- 
ceiv'd thefe crowns in Mount Sinai the lame time as he recei v'd the 
Law,and God taught him during the 40 days he ftaid there how to 
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make them. But fetting ate thefe Rabbins let us reaffume but 

matter. . 1 li: t . ■ . . , , fc 

There is another palTage in Deu teronomy which is brought to 
prove that Mofes writ the whole Law y it i^the ^ life Chapter of 

o«-r.?i. this Book £Ahd ii-came to pafs when Mdfes had Made an/tndof 

v*uw*> m i t i„g the fords of this Law in a Book^untill they were finifhed, 
that he commanded the Levites which bare the Ark of the Civenant 
of the Lord y faying, Taks this Book of the Law and jut it in the 
fide of the ArkS] , 

But the furtheft.we can extend this word Law m this place* 
is, to what is contained in Deuteronomy, which is a repetition of 
other Books of the Law •, and this is the fenfe that moft of the 
jews have given of thefe words. It is certain alfo, that Mofes 
writ not all Deuteronomy, becaufe there are afts and expreifi- 
ons that poflibly cannot be afcribed to him. Wherefore this 
word Law ought to be limitted according to the circumftanxes 
and places whereat is found. 

J' iii.8. t-.}2. I /hall not dwell long on thefe words of Jofiua* Jofhud wnH 
there upon the ft ones a Copy of the Law of Mofes : for this fecond 
Copy of the Law of Mofes is properly the execution *of what 

Dm. n. j ia( j ij ecn commanded him in the 27th Chapter of Deuteronomy, 
and the word Law fignifies in this place of Jojhua no more than 
the Commandments which were contained in thofe twelve Ma* 
ledLtions which wc before mentioned. I know that the Jews 
dilagree among themlelves in the explanation of this paffageof 
Jofiua, but although they differ about the true fenfe, the major 

S art of them are of opinion that this pafiage cannot be extett- 
edtoali Deuteronomy what creates the ^reateft difficulty is the 
Hebrew word Mifne, which fignifies Repetition, whence fome Have 
concluded that all Deuteronomy ought to be meant, becaufe it 
is called the repetition of the Law : but without being fo nice 
the word Mifne fignifies fimply in this place Copy or Example. 
To which the word repetition agrees very well, becaufe the Co- 
py is as one may fay a duplicate. There are Jew* who, regar- 
ding the prefent cuftom or their Synagogues, where they reade- 
every year upon the Pentecofrm abridgment of their whole Law, 
have thought that the Law that was engraven upon Stones was 
nothing elfe but this abridgment. 

Other Jews have pretended that the Law which was writ upon 
Pillars contained onely the Decalogue or Ten Commandments, 

but 
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but there is nothing in Deuteronomy or Jofitua to fupport this 
opinion, whereas 'tis manifeft there is no other Law fpoke of 
but what is! contained in the twelve Maledictions, cq which the 
twelve Benedictions in the 28th pf Deuteronomy ought to l?c 
added. R. Levi Best Gerfon has followed this laft explanation 
as moft natural, and we cannot doubt, if we diligently obferve 
the a^th and 2.8th of Deuteronomy, adding the latter egd.oti 
the 8th Chapiter of Jojhua, where it is faid thajt Joflma read alb 
the words of the .L4P the bene fliStions and the maledi&ions after the 
fame manner a* it was in the Law, but thefe words [the bleffmgs 
and curfings ] have been added onely to explain thofe others 
which immediately go before the words of the Law, and that 
conformably tQ the ordinary ftyle of the Scripture^, where the 
laft words are very often put for the interpretation of the 
former. •; : .- . •■>•.: ;\ 

'-Before we finUh this Chapter we ftiall obferve that Aben Efra, 
one of the ableft Interpreters of the Scriptures among the Jews, 
has made no queftion But that there have been many additions 
in the Books of M*fi*i but, he durft not pubiickly declare it, but 
by equivocal words , he has fufficiently mewn hU opinion in this 

Soint. \ Wbemcthtfe for* fif difficulties occur, fays he, it is a mi- A Stnr;, 
ery which thofe who under fiand, do not divulge. He is neverthe- /«;•. u. 
lefs a little more plain upon the words of Deuteronomy C fee Gca ' 
what Mofes faid to the Israelites beyond Jordan"} where he tells 
us his mind freely enough. 'Tis certain that Mofes did not pafs 
over Jordan, and by confequence this mult be writ by the Israe- 
lites who were on the other fide , and called the place where 
Mofes fpake thefe words the other fide of Jordan , although 
when Mofes fpoke them the Israelites were on this fide. Aben 
Efra, who would rather explain this pauage according to the 
natural and proper fenfe than to fly to fubtil and forc't inter- 
pretations, has made this obfervation : [You will underftand the 
true fenfe if you conceive the fecret of the twelve. Mofes writ the 
Lam. The Canaanites were then in the Land' In the mountain of 
the Lord it fliall be feen. See here his Bed which is a Bed of Iron.} 
Thefe are 10 many paflages taken out of the Pentateuch, which 
Aben Efra brings to fhew that the firft words of Deuteronomy 
are no more Mofes his than all the other examples which he 
has alledged. 
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R V theft "words the fecret of the twelve, Aben Efra would un- 
j B J ^IVwplve Verfes whichW" s not the Authour of. 
derfcmd J^^^ a Book of illusions up- 

Sim from-the fcandal he might incurr from thofe = of hs own 
Sfltion for havinc thought Mofes had not wholly writ the five 
if AcWKedefeiils him fo weakly, that that is 
futon to convmce the Jews of ^^^JP%g 
and Son in this point, where they blindly follow the dea- 
fions of the Talmud, The twelve Verfes which Mm Efrahzs 
rointed out are the twelve laft Verfes of Deuteronomy, and Rab- 
$T™tfa, whoislikewife of the fame opinion confirms it by 
the authority of the Talmud : he fays that m the Talmud there 
arrCe Dodours who have thought that Joshua was. the Au- 
thour of eiaht of the laft Verfes of Deuteronomy, and that AKn 
"os ^one a little too far in denying all the twelve to be 

FC As tot{c other examples which Aben Efra has brought, he al- 
ledces that Mofes could no more be the Authour of this ExprcT- 
fion, And Mofes writ the Law than this Other, The Canaahlte 
was then in the Land. Moreover it is n«*t likely that Mofes was 
0,0 tu the Authour of this proverbial way of fpeaking. In the mount of 
• Lord it ftjall be feen, fincc he who has added this to the Text 

tells us that it was an ufual Proverb in his time. Befides that 
this Mount fcems to bz one of the Mounts of the Country of 
Morea, and the name of Mm* was not given it till a long time 

after. . 

To conclude, Aben Efra brings for the laft example of addi- 
tions that are inferted into the Books of Mofes, what is writ 
in Deuteronomy concerning the Bed of Og the King .of Bafan, in 
which it is very probable he is in the right y for if we diligent- 
ly reade what is writ concerning the Bed of Bafan, we fhali 
find that thofe who have collected thefe Books have added fome 
words to illuftrate the words of the Text, by conforming them 
to the practice and cuftoms of their own times. Some even of 
©ur Interpreters are of the fame opinion, and they prove it by 
other examples, but it will be unneceflary to produce any more. 
Let us now fee after what manner the Books of Mofes have been 
compiled. 
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After what manner the Books of Mofes have been writ. 
Books attributed to Patriarchs . who livd before Mofes. 
Hiftory of the Sabbaites or ancient Caldeans. 

T H E Jews allure us, as we have already obferv'd, that God. 
dictated to Mofes word for word the five Books of the 
Law, but becaufe it cannot be imagin'd that Mofes receiv'd from 
God upon the Mount, the Hiftory of what fell out for forty 
years after in the Defart, the molt judicious amongft them be- 
lieve that God told Mofes the things in the time as they happened. 
'Tistrue that God oftentimes commands Mofes to write certain 
things which the Law makes mention of, but that ordinarily, 
relates to the Commandments onely, or Ordinances, or things 
of that nature. As to what paft every day in his own prefence 
it was not necelTary that God lhould dictate.it to him :; he had 
under himperfons who put in writing all the confiderable acti-. 
ons ? and had the care of preferving them to pofterity. We 
need but caft our eyes upon the method that the . Pentateuch is 
compofed in to be perfwaded of this truth, and to fee that 
fome other than Mofes has cofetected the hiftorical parts. The *. > 
Laws which God ordain'd him to write are. diftinguifht from 
the body of the Hiftory. 

There were in that time then Regifteries where was writ not 
onely what of importance paft in the State, but even what God 
commanded Mofes as appears in the 17th Chapter of Exodw\ Emd. 17. 
where God fays, Write this for a memorial in a Book* and rehear ft 
it in the ears of Jofiua. By thefe words God commands Mofes 
to make the affair of the Amalakites be writ in the publickRe- 
giftery, where were writ the acts of what paft. Moft of the 
Interpreters of the Scripture concern themfelves very much to 
explain which is the Book this place relates to, but the natu* , 
ral fenfe is that Mofes commanded thepublick Writers to inregi* I 
fter that days work againft the Amalakites which this place fpeaks 
of : we ought likewife in the fame manner to explain the 19th 
Verfe of the 31ft Chapter of Deuteronomy , where it is faid 
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Twite noxv this Song and teach it the Children of JJrfell God 
would that this Song mould be writ with other publick Acts, 
and that every one mould have a Copy of it as well as of 
the Law. , _ _ _ , t , 

We may likewife apply to the Books of Genefis what we have 
already faid touching the manner of the inregiftring the publick 
Afts in the time of Mofes. Thefc Books contain the Creation 
of the World, and many things which happened many ages 
before him : and in all Gene/is there is no obfervation of God's 
diaating to Mofes what is there related, 'tis not likewife faid 
that he writ it by the fpirit of Prophecy : but all thefe Hifto- 
ries and Genealogies are fimply related, as if Mofes had taken 
them from fome authentick Books, or elfe had had a cpnftant 
s.Men» Tradition. There is a Sett called Sabhaite which ordinarily 
KV we derive from the ancient Chaldeans, who produce Books 
Adam. which bear the name of Adam, and if we give credit to the 
Cabbaliftick Doftours, every Patriarch from Adam to Mofes had 
an Angel for Mafter who inftrufted him, and moft of thefe Pa- 
triarchs have left Records of what pad in their time ; if this 
were true. Mofes would without doubt have taken out of thefe 
Books the Hiftory of the Creation of the World, and.thereft 
of the ancient Hiftory. 

The Religion of Mahomet has borrowed very much from the 
Works of thefe Cabbalifticks, and their followers do mention 
Books which God gave to theiirft Patriarchs ; but there is no- 
thing of truth in all this ; all thefe pretended Books have been 
invented by Importers, who would authorize their own dreams 
under the fpecious names of Adam, Seth, Sem, Abraham and 
other Patriarchs. Mofes without doubt has had other Records ; 
were they writ or were they preferved viva voce down to him 
in the Families which God had chofen to be faithfull to him 
in the worlhip of true Religion. 

We mall not here confute the ftories we find in the Jewifli 
Books, concerning the ancient Books attributed to the firft Pa- 
triarchs, forafmuch as it is very probable that the Chaldeans 
were the Authours of all thefe Inventions. The particular 
names of Angels who have been their guides and conduftours 
are related, and myfteries are fet down which had been revea* 
jb led to thefe firft Fathers by the miniftery of thefe wife Matters, 
utndio?. ' m R» Abraham Bendior, in his Preface which he has put before his 
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Commentary to the B6ok of Jetfira or the Creation, relates 
the names of the Angels who have been the Mailers of the firft 
Patriarchs, the Angel Ratiel was Adam's Matter, 7ofhittLSem\ 
Zedtkitl Akrahartsj Raphael Ifaac\ Peliel facab\ Gabriel -JM 
fipk\ andin lhotrt Metat ron was Mofis his Mafter, f and Mniaibitl 
Elias his. This fame Authour at laft adds that each of thefe 
Angels had given to his Scholar, either by writing or word of 
mouth, the Cabbal which is the Tradition, and by this means 
it has been preferved among the People of God. 

For example Ravel who was the Angel or Mafter of Adam, 
brought him a Book from God which contained the fecrets of 
an high and moft excellent Wifcdom, which istccated of in the 
Book call'd Zehar. The Jews acknowledge in the Talmud that Zuhar upon 
the names of Angels and Months were not in ufe in their Na- 
tion till after their return from Babylon, and it may be for this 
reafon that the Saddueees would not give credit to what is re- 
ported in the Scripture concerning. Angels, as if the Jewifli 
Doctours, who had made the Collection, had added them, and 
fo they ought to be look't upon as Allegories. 

'Tis probable that Pythagoras and Plato have been fearching 
into the fame Originals, becaufe their Books are very like thofe 
of the Cabbaliftick Jews, which are full of thefe forts of allego- 
rical Fiftions^and little quirks concerning numbers and the letters 
of the Alphabet. Theie Cabbaliftick Do&onrs have afcribed to J e,li « w 
Abraham a Book intituled A Book^ of the Creation, and they pre- Crtailon * 
tend that Abraham writ it by reafon the Doctours or Sages of 
Chaldea agreed not among themfelves about the firft principles 
of Religion : fbme fet up two firft contrary Caufes. and others 
made three. There were fume who acknowledged the Sun to 
be the firft principle of all things which, according to them, 
gave the Patriarch Abraham occafion to compofe this Book of 
the Creation, upon which R. Saadiat Gaon, and after him R. Mo. R. Saadii,., 
fes Botrel have made Commentaries : but the little niceties of J;.^* 
the Cabbal which are related in this Book makes it evident that 
'twas compofed by fbme Impofter who has r/orrow'd Abraham's 
name. There are fome Jews who • deny that Abraham is the true 
Authour of it. However it is, one may nevcrthelefs fee in thefe 
fuppofed Works fomething of the ancient Tradition, wherefore, 
although good part of what is related in the Arabian Authours 
concerning the Religionof the Sabbaitu is tfot very ancient, and 
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there are abundance of Fables, neverthelefs one may difcover 
fome remains of the Faith of the ancient Chaldeans, who ap- 
plied themfelves much to the ftudy of Aftrology : now as A- 
irsham was a Chaldean it is not ftrange that the Sabbatt es fhould 
preferve theHiftory of Abraham and other Patriarchs, butfor- 
afmuch as they had no Hiftories but by Tradition,, every one 
has modelled them according to his own way and inclination, 
and the Chaldeans or Sabbaites have made them fpeak according 
to the principles of their own Religion. m 

The Mahometans fpeak -of thefe Sabbaites y and their Religion 
is full of many fables 'concerning Angels, which may have been 
borrowed from them and the Jews who have writ upon the Cabbal. 
The Arabian Writers have pteafed themfelves in defcribing the 
Religion of thefe ancient Sabbaites, of whom R. Mofes has trea- 
ted upon the report of thefe Arabian Doctours^ and as he was 
very knowing in his own Religion he applies thefe Hiftories 
of the Sabbaites to thofeof Mofes, by comparing them together, 
to /hew that Mofes did truly relate them, but that they have 
been corrupted by the Sabbaites. He fays that Abraham had 
been bred up in their Faith, which he afterwards fell off from ; 
making it appear there was another Divinity befides the Sun 
and Stars which agrees well enough with- the manner which 
Abraham and other Patriarchs are fpoke of in the Books of 
Mofes, who make God the Authour of all which happens upon 
the earth, attributing it to his providence, as if men were but 
the inftruments of this firft cauie and Abraham further to con- 
fute the opinion of the Sabbaites compares the Sun to an Ax in 
the hand of a Workman. 

The fame Sabbaites fpeak likewife of Adam, whom they ne- 
verthelefs make the firft Man as Mofes has done, but they fay 
onely that^W<iwwasa Prophet fent from the Moon to eftablifh 
her Worfliip, and that he compofed the Books of Agriculture. 
They add that Seth the Son of Adam fell from the belief of 
his Father, and laid afide the worlhip of the Moon. They have 
likewife Hiftories of Noah, of whom they fpeak of as a man gi- 
ven much to Tillage, and who would- not likewife receive the 
Worfliip of Helamira or Images, acknowledging but one Creatour 
of all things, whom he ferv'd. I do not know whether a man 
may not afcribe to this the ftrict prohibition that God laid 
upon the Ifraelites by the miniftery of Mofes of having any 

Figure 
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Figure or Image. This may likewife be the reafon why the uni- 
ty of God is lb often inculcated in the Scripture, and that it is 
faid, Hear Ifrael and kgow that thy God is one : there is nothing 
fo ftrictly forbid them as the idolatry and worfhip of Stars, but 
for fear of attributing too much to conjectures, if I fhould con- 
tinue to explain the Law of Mofes by the report of the Doctrine 
of the ancient Chaldeans or Sabbaites, I pafs by many other Hi- 
ftories of the iirft times which have been alledg'd ; neverthelefs 
it is to be obferved that all thole Hiftories are full of allegori- 
cal Fictions, and that it is almoft impoflible to diftinguifli truth 
from fables. 

Some Authours have neverthelefs believed that the Sabbaites 
or ancient Chaldeans have not altogether laid afide this firft Di- 
vinity on which all things depend : but as there is an infinite di- 
ftance betwixt it and men, they have eftablifiVt other lefs Di- 
vinities to come more eafily to this firft Being, which could not 
according to their opinion be immediately communicated to men. 
It is likewife probable that the firft Grecian Philolbpljers, who 
have followed this opinion, haveborrow'd it from the Chalde- 
ans, and that the worlhip of Angels and Stars took from thence 
its original: it is likewife probable for this very reafon the pmio. Gr.«. 
Jews absolutely condemn the worlhip of Angels as their Inter- 
ceflburs, all their prayers are immediately addrefled to God, 
and they acknowledge no other Mediatours. Mofes affirms he 
had feen God face to face and had familiarly converf 't with the 
Divine Majefty ; moreover the Sacrifices which he commands in 
the Law are all offered to God alone, and 'tis probable that 
he would not have commanded fo many but to turn the Israelites 
from the Sacrifices which the Nations among whom they lived 
ofFer'd to others to obtain their influences. In one word, if we 
reflect upon the ancient Religion of the Sabbaites who were Au- 
thours of all that is fuperftitious in Aftrology, and in the foo- 
lifh Science of the Tahfmans and Teraphins or Idols* one may 
explain a good part of what is contained in the Books of Mofes : 
butatprelent we fhall proceed no further on this matter. 

Finally, for what relates to the Books of Mofes as they are at 
prefent in the collection that we have, the additions which have 
been made to the ancient Acts hinder us from difcerning what 
is truly his, from what has been added by thofe that fucceeded 
him, or by the Authours of the laft Collection. ; Moreover this 
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Collection being fomctimes onely an Abridgment of ancient 
Records, we cannot be allured that the Genealogies are contai- 
ned according to their full extent. I know not whence fome 
of the Orientals and even the Jews have took a great many of 
other Hiftories which they apply to thofe firft times, as it the 
Hiftory of Mofes were but an Abridgment : neverthelefs; the 
many Fables we meet with in their Books make me doubt of the 
truth of the reft, its very probable that thefe Hiltories have 
teen invented under the pretence of fome groundlefs Traditions. 
We oughtnot neverthelefs to imagine that all thefe ancient Tra- 
ditions are utterly falfe, becaufe we find fome confirm'd m the 
New Teftament. S. Jude quotes in his Epiftle the Book of 

Enoch. Fnoch, which was among the Apocryphas of his time, and 
which had apparently been compofed by fome Jew after their 

Paul « rim. return f rom their Captivity S. Paul likewife m one of his 
Epiftles makes mention\of James and Jamhres who oppofed 

j^brc.. Mtfa and thefe two names are likewife in the ancient alle- 
gorical Commentary on the Pentateuch, which the Jews call 
%ohar. 

The Sect of the Pharifees, which has prevailed over all the 
reft, was very curious in thefe forts of Traditions, part of 
which we yet find in the Talmud, and in the Books of the allego- 
rical Doctours, but there are fo many Fables added that we can- 
not difcern the truth. The Jews are at this day fo ignorant of 
what relates to their Religion, that they doubt even of the molt 
clear Hiftories which are reported in the Books of Mofes, and 
many of them, thinking that their ancient Patriarchs could not 
live fo many years as is fet down in Genefis, have had re- 
courfe to I know not what fubtilties. They pretend that this 
Hiftory was but an Abridgment, where the chief of the Family 
-was onelv nam'd, and they made him live, preferving his memory 
whileft fuch a manner of living lafted which he eftabli/ht in his 
own Family *, and thus under his name were comprehended his 
Succeflburs, until 1 fome change happened in that Policy or 
manner of Living which he was the Authour of, but it is eafie 
to difprove this by the Texts of Scripture. 'Tis true the Jews 
obfervM this method in their ancient Hiftories, and not being 
able to find wherewith to fill up many years, have made their 
Dottours live four or five Ages, and have afterwards had re- 
<?ourfe to Miracles* It is not the fame with the Hiftory of 

Mofes 
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Mofes, where the time of the birth of thefe Patriarchs, when 
they had Children, and a great many other circumftances be- 
longing to one" and the fame perfon are exactly related. 



C H A P. VIII. 

Other Books of the Bible the Collection of which the Jews 
afcribe to the great Affemhly held under Efdras. Exa- 
mination of this Affembly and of every Book of the Bible 
in particular. 

AS the Law is the principal Book of the Jews, fo likewife 
have they preferv'd it in Scrolls or Volumes much more 
exactly than the reft of the Bible. They are oblig'd to reade 
it in their Aflemblies, and befides that they often reade it in 
private. As to the other Books although they efteem them ho- 
ly and inipir'd by God, yet they have not an equal veneration 
for them , if one diligently examines them one mail not find 
them fo exact as the Pentateuch. To which may be added that 
many Jews learning by heart almoft all the Pentateuch, it has 
been more hard for Tranfcribers to alter it. The Jews afcribe 
the prefent Collection we have of the Scriptures to Efdrat md . 
Doctours of a certain Aflembiy which was held, according to 
them, at that time for the regulating of the affairs of Church 
and State. There is nothing more famous in the Books 
of the Rabbins than this Aflembiy, which they call by way 
of excellency the great Synagogue to diftinguifh it from aifc?™ 
others. But the litde appearance of truth which I find in molt 
things which they afcribe to this Aflembiy, makes me reafonably 
doubt of what they tell us concerning the Collection of the 
holy Scriptures. The Jews themfelves do not altogether agree 
about the time it was held in. The Authour of the Book in- 
tituled Coturi makes it later than the others, for which he feems 
to have reafon, becaufe it is very probable that the Jews did 
not make their Ordinances chiefly as to what regards the Ca- 
non of the Bible till ibme time after their return to Jorufalem. 

I 2 There 
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There are likewife in this Collection Books which were after 
Efdras his time, unlefswe fay that this Collection was made all 
at a time , and this feems to be moft likely. We ought not 
therefore to rely upon the Traditions the Jews have upon this 
Subject, becaufe there is nothing amongft them conftant or well 
grounded concerning this matter. 

For the better underftanding the nature of the Collection of 
the Scriptures which the Jews call Canonical, 'tis neceflary to 
reflect upon what we have already faid concerning the publick 
Writers, who kept in the Regifteries of the Republick the acts 
of what paft of moft importance in the State, and publihVt' 
them by adding or diminifhing according as they thought fit. 
Which the Authours of the latter Collection have likewife done, 
and it is not to be doubted but that there were in the time of 
Jojhua thefe forts of publick Writers, who have put into writing 
his actions, but thofe who have afterwards made the Collections 
have left out part, fo that we have onely an Abridgment. The 
cozripinj. Authourof the Book intituled Court tells us that he who compi- 
""• 6? ' led the facred Scripture has onely related what was moft known 
to the people, having made no mention of the wifedom and other 
qualities of Jofhua, but he relates onely fome miracles and other 
actions which the people were inftructed in : he Fays the fame 
thing of the Books we have under the names of Judges, Samuel 
and the Kings ? becaufe according to him the intention of thofe 
who made this Collection was onely to publifh what was moft 
dazling and pleafing to the people the reft of their Hiftories 
have been buried in oblivion, becaufe the Jews have not pre- 
fervfcd tHe ancient Acts of which we have at this day but an 
Abridgment. 

We find in the Book of Jojhua the fame additions and changes 
Tbwd. as in the Books of Mofes. Theodoret affirms that this Volume 
«"*• m« wa8 collected long time after Jofhua, and that it was but an Ab- 
ftract of an ancient Commentary named the Book of jufi Men, 
which is fpoken of in the 10th Chapter of the faid Book of 
Miff, m jof. Jojhua. Majfius, who has writ a learned Commentary upon this 
Hiftory, explaining the 10th Chapter, lhews at full, that what 
is related in the Book of Jofhua could not be his^and he con- 
firms at the fame time by very good reafons what We have faid 
touching the manner of making the Collection of the holy Scrip- 
tures. Don Jfaae Akavaml wholly rejects the opinion of his an- 
cient 
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cient Doctours, who have in the Talmud attributed to Jofhua 
the Book that bears his name, and he proves the contrary by 
many actions and ways of fpeech which could not proceed from 
him. As when it is faid in the 4th Chapter and 9th Verfe that 
The twelve ftones that Jofhua fet up in the midjt of Jordan remain J oft - 4. 
to this day. And in the 5th Chapter and 9th Verfe, This plane is 
called Gilgal to this day, from whence it is eafie to conclude that 
one part of this Book was writ fome time after thefe things 
happened. Moreover the Hiftory of the divifion of the Sons of 
Dan, who took the City of Lefcm, happened not likewife till T 9- 
after the death of Jojhua .• Majfius believes that it has been in- v ' 47 ' 
ferted into the Collection of Jojhua, that the place where the 
Danites were fixed might be known. So likewife we find that 
the fame.ftory is related more at large in the Book of Judges, 
which is its proper place: 

As to the Hiftory of Judges,zs it bears no name of any particular 
Authour, fome with the Doctours of the Talmud have afcrib'd it to 
Samuel, and others to JEfdras. It may be that Samuel may have 
compoled it, and that EjdrM, or he who made the laft Collection 
of the holy Scriptures, has added many things. However it is, it is 
certain that this Hiftory, or at leaft fome part of it, was not com- 
pofed till long after the deeds there fpoke of happened. There 
were not. yet Kings who gpvern'd the Hebrews, and yet there is 
mention of them, as where it is faid ZAt that. time there was no King jqjg. 17. 
inl[ratl.~\ Which plainly fuppofes that the Ifraelites were then *• * 
under the government of Kings. One may farther obferve that '* 
the Genealogies of this Hiftory are fometimes onely fet down 
in fhort, whether that proceeds from the negligence of Tran- 
fcribers, or the defign of the Authour of the Collection, or 
rather from both together. Wherefore one cannot ground up- 
on this Book the principles of a certain Chronology, byreafon 
there are Genealogies omitted. 

The Books which we have under the name of Samuel cannot 
likewife be wholly his, by reafon of certain ways of fpeaking 
which were not in his time, befides they contain Hiftories which 
happened not till after his death. When he fpeaks of the Ark 
which was taken by the Philiftins, he fays, That the high Priefts stm, i. f . u 
of Dagon, and thofe who enter into his Temple^ tread not upon the. v '*' 
threshold of the Temple to this day. And in another place he 
adds, that The Arh^is to this day in the field of Jojhua the Beth' <•« 

Jhcmfte, 
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Semite. Samel could not report after this 

he was witnefs of. He could not have faid in fpeak ng ot him- 

»'.<.9 v>9- felf that He who heretofore was called Seer is now called Prophet, 
and' it is moreover related in the fame Book that tt was twenty 
sears {wee the Jrkwas taken in Kiriath-jearim. How, fcys^wr*. 
vanel, could that be, fince the Ark remained but thirteen years 
in that place in the life of Samuel, antfthat feven years after his 

... , „ , death David brought it from thence ? It is certain that in Sa- 
7 Ws time there were yet no Kings of Judah, and neverthelefs 

u>. c. 17. we reade in this Book that Z*khg belongs to the Kwgs ofjudahto 

v - 6t this day. There are alfo feveral other fuch like examples in the 
fecond Book, from whence Jhravanel upon the fame reafons con- 
cludes that this Hiftory cannot be afcribed to Gad and Nathan 

eonfrier. becaufe they lived at the fame time Samuel. Bonfrtermthe 
Jefuit acknowledges that Samuel could not write all tneHiitory 
that goes under his name, and he afcribes to him onely the firlt 
24 Chapters of the ift Book, which neverthelefs cannot be whol- 
ly true. 

As to the other Chapters of this fame Book and the Hiftory 
of the Kings, he judicioufly obferves that one cannot aflert that 
one and the feme perfon is the Authour, but that feveral Pro*, 
phets or Priefts have had a hand in it, every one Writing what 
happened in his time,although what they had writ was not lo foon 
sixtui of publim't. Sixtus of Sienna and feveral others have afcribed thefe 
s i c " n : / '\o Books part to Samuel and part to the Prophets Nathan and 
c j. 9.V.9. G ^ becau f e it is fafa j n t jj e chronicles the actions of David have 

been writ in the Books of Samuel, Nathan and Gad. But al- 
though that agrees with the principles we have already fet down 
concerning the Prophets who collected every one the acts of 
their times, there are neverthelefs in thefe Books fev.eral ways 
of fpeaking, which clearly demonftrate that the Iaft Collection 
was not made till long time after molt of thefe Prophets, and 
by Authours which could not poflibly be contemporary with 
them. 

It would be unnecefiary to relate the opinion of feveral other 
Authours upon a fubject upon which we can affirm nothing cer- 
tain : and it is not certainly known even whether Efdras was 
the undoubted Authour of the laft Collection of the canoni- 
cal Scriptures , as is commonly believed : it is probable that 
the Jews at their return from Captivity made a Collection out 

of the 
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of the Records which they had, part of which they gave to the 
people, and the other part they kept in their Regifteries. They 
called this firft part which they made publick canonical Scriptures. 
As there are many Records join'd together, and that they are 
not of a chain,, we ought not fo much to regard the order and 
time, as the things, for there are fome things which are related 
in the fame place although they happened in different times : 
for this reafon likewife it is that feveral Hiftories have been 
inferted into the Prophecies which were not writ by the Pro- 
phets whofe names they bear. We find for example in the Pro- 
phecy of Jeremiah, the Hiftory of the deftruction of Jerufalem, 
which is writ in the 4th Book of Kings. R. D. Kimhi remarks R.D.m m iu. 
in his Commentary on this Prophecy that he who collected it 
has added the Hiftory of the Captivity, after the manner it is 
in the end of the Book of Kings. Moreover thefe words infer- King.c. 
ted into the Prophecy of Jeremiah , Hitherto are the words o/jcr.$i.6 4 » 
Jeremiah, plainly Ihew that he is not the fole Authour of the 
Book pubhlh't under his name. 

As the power of the publick Writers we before ipoke of has 
always been the fame during the Jewifh Republick, we ought 
not to wonder that in the Collect'ion of the canonical Scrip- 
tures, there are fome which have been writ after Efdras, there- 
fore Efdras is not the laft compofer of the facred Scriptures. It 
iignifies very little whether thefe laft Writers have had the 
name of Prophets, fo they have had the fame Authority, and 
it is certain that the Jews after Efdras have preferved the acts 
of what palled of importance in the State , as may be feen in 
the end of the firft Book of Maccabees. Jofephus neverthelefs, Mace. r . 10, 
writing againft Appian, teftifies that the Books of the Jews which v ' a4< 
have been writ after the reign of Artaxerxes have not the fame 
Authority as the others that were writ before that time, be- 
caufe there was not then among them a certain fucceffion of 
Prophets * but it fuffices as we have faid to authorife thefe Books 
that their Republick it felf remain'd, forafmuch as God, who 
was always the Head, has never faiPd of giving them perfons 
from time to time who had all the qualities neceflary for wri- 
ting holy Scriptures : 'tis true fince their return from Babylon 
they took rather the name of Scribes or Writers than of Pro- 
phets, but the changing of the name works no alteration as to- 
the thing. We ought not likewife to regard what is related by 

the 
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the Tdmudifts concerning the Books of Evkiel, Ecclefia/ltt and 
the pr<rjerh 7 thefe ancient Doctours allure us that it was de- 
bated in an Aflembly whether thefe Books- fhould be received 
as Canonical, and that many were of opinion they fhould be 
wholly rejected. But as moft of the Hiftories which are rela- 
Taimuj. ted in the Talmud liave been made at random, we ought not 
tr. ... o„ tQ gj ye crC( ji t t0 t h e m : the difficulty there is of explaining 

8^Jl, ' fome places of thofe Works, and of reconciling what Ez*ki*l 
fays touching the Temple with what is elfewhere writ, has gi- 
ven occallon to thefe ancient Do&ours of forging this Hi- 
ftory. 

The Books which 'have been gathered fince the laft Collection 
have been called Apocrypha, becaufe they have not perhaps 
been authorif'd by the Sanhedrim. S. Jerome himfelf dares not 
call them Canonical when he follows the opinion of the Jews * 
but the Church which has fucceeded the Synagogue, having ao- 
knowleg'd them for divine and authentick, their authority is 
no more to be queftioned. And in effect, the fame S. Jerome^ 
fpeaking of the Book of Judith, which is not in the Jewifli Ca- 
non, places it in the number of facred Books, and gives no 
other reafon but that the Council of Nice declared it Cano- 
nical. It is likely that the Jews placed in their Canon onely 
the Books writ in Hebrew, and which were preferved in their 
Regifteries, excepting fomeChapters of jD*wV/ and Efdras which 
we have in Chaldee, and which apparently were taken out of 
the Regifteries of the Chaldeans, where thefe acts were kept. 
I believe moreover that the Jem having loft the ufe of the 
Hebrew Tongue, writ no more their acts in this Language but 
in the Chaldean which was their mother Tongue. Without 
doubt part of the Books which we call Apocryphal, and for 
all that are neverthelefs true, though they have not been au- 
thor ifed by the Jewifli Sanhedrim, have been took out of thefe 
Records writ in the Chaldean Language. S. Jerome teftifies that 
Toby and Judith were writ in Chaldee, and Ramban, in his Pre- 
face on the Pentateuch, quotes a Book writ in this fame Chal- 
dean Language, which he calls the great Wifedom, and what 
he relates agrees with the Greek at this day of the Book of 
Wifedom. It is neverthelefs more probable that this Book was 
compofed firft in Greek by fome Hellenifi Jew, and that after- 
wards it was tranflated into Chaldee by (bme other Jew. Jo- 
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fephut in his Apology againft jtppian makes ufe of a certain 
palTage in the Book of Ecelefiafiicus .• the Rabbins themfelves fe- 
veral times cite thefe apocryphal Books, fo that the Jews have 
not altogether rejected them , but have onely confidered them 
as Works Apocryphal, that is to fay, hidden and unknown, be- 
caufe they had not been publilh't by the authority of the San- 
hedrim^ may be then thefe Books which are called Apocryphal 
have been taken out of the acts which were preferved in the 
Regifteries of the Jews . Sixtus of Sienna, who has acknowledg'd 
this authority of the great Sanhedrim of the Jem, aflures us 
that the Hiftory of the Maccabees made by Jafon has been abridgM 
by the authority of the Sanhedrim of Jerusalem j and the ancient 
Fathers have likewife ; not been ignorant of the authority of the 
great. Sanhedrim, even in that time when Jofephtts would have 
it that there was no certain fucceflion of Prophets among the 
Hebrews. Origen, who had been more converfant among the 
Jw/, being willing to give reafons for the differences which 
are betwixt the Hebrew Text and the Septuagint Tranflation, 
has recourfe to the Apocryphal Books of the Jews, which had 
not been made publick ; which he generally doth when he would 
give reafons for the additions which were in the Greek Tranf- 
lation. He fays, according to the opinion of the Couri, that the 
Jews in the collection they have made of their Books have omit- 
ted many things which were neceflary to inftruct the people 
with, and that neverthelefs the things have remained in the 
apocryphal Books, from whence the Greek Interpreters have 
taken them. S. Hilary . goes farther than Origen, for to give 
the greater authori.t&to the Septuagint Tranflation he compares 
them to the Seventy Sanhedrim which Mofes had eftablilh't 
to judge of the moft f important affairs of the State, and who 
had been infpired by God, although this Father is deceived in 
the fact, forafmuch as the Seventy Interpreters, fuppofingthem 
to be fuch as they are reprefented by Arijtciu, were not of the 
bodjr of the great Sanhedrim, he acknowledges neverthelefs the. 
particular privilege of thefe ancient Senatours, who he believes 
had been inlpired by God, although he gives them neither the 
name nor quality of Prophets. 

In fine, befides the Writers we have already obferv'd there 
was another fort among the Hebrews, who writ in a fhort and 
fententious ftyle, and were by fome call'd Poets ; The Tfalms y 
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the Proverbs; the Ecdefafies, and the Book of W are writ 
after this manner, many have thought that forae of theft Works 
were really compofed in Verfe. JtfijmmA S. have ob- 
ferv'd the meafures but they have not diligently exammM this 
matter, when they meafure thefe pretended Hebrew Verfes with 
the Latin and Greek. It is more probable that they are onely 
Sentences writ in a flwrt ftyle, without the meafures of long 
or fhort, which fome have afcrib'd to them. Thofe who writ 
in this Ihort and fententious ftyle are ordinarily called Mofche- 
lim, that is to fay, cunning Men, and who fpeak fententioufty. 
The Alcoran of Mahomet, which is in great efteem among the 
Mahometans, is writ in Arabick in this ftyle - 7 'tis true the Jews 
now make ufe of Poefie, but it is but of late, and they are be- 
holding to the Arabians of whom they have borrowed it. 

I fliall fay nothing here of the parabolical ftyle which has 
been in much efteem among the people of the Lavant, as S. Je- 
rome obferves. Some have thought that even the Books of Job, 
Toby and Judith were not fo much Hiftories as Works compofed 
in this parabolical ftyle and holy fictions which were profitable. 
In efFeft this manner of parabolical writing is ordinary enough 
with the Authours of the New Teftament, who give (uch good 
circumftances fometimes to thefe Parables that one would ea- 
fily imagin them to be true Hiftories, if we were not adver- 
tis'd that they were Parables. 

The Parable of Dives and Lazarus is an .evident Example. 
The names of the perfons that are exprelTed in thefe paraboli- 
cal Difcourfes do not fufficiently prove that they ought to be 
taken for true Hiftories, for thefe names ate ordinarily accom- 
modated to the Subject, and there are ftetions in names as well 
as things. This manner of inftructing'the people always plea- 
fed the Pharifees, which to this day is a' ruling Seel; among the 
Jews, fo likewife their Talmud and moft part of their ancient 
Books are filled with thefe fort of allegorical Fictions, which 
ought not to be explain'd according to the letter , as if they 
related true Hiftories. But whether it be a Book, or a Hiftory, 
or a fimple Parable, or a Hiftory intermixt with Parables it is 
not for all that lefs true or divine. But according to the com- 
mon and moft approved opinion the Books of Job, Toby and Ju- 
dith are not meerly Parables. 
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CHAP. IX. 

The general divifion of the Books of the Bible. Jeveifh and 
Chriftian Authours on this Subjell reconciled. In what 
fenfe the Jews deny Daniel to be a Prophet. They differ 
not in this from the opinion of the Chriflians. 

THE holy Books, which comprife at prefent the Collection 
of all the Scripture, were called by the Jews, at their re- 
turn from the Captivity at Babylon, Mikra, Reading, neverthe- 
lefs at firft they gave this name to none but the Books of the 
Law, as it appears from the words of Nehemiah , where the Nthfm. s. 
Text of the Law is called Mikra, The Doctours began about 
that time to diftinguifh by this word their Glofles or Inter- 
pretations from the Text of Mofes, and as the people under- 
ftood not then the Hebrew Language it was neceflary to ex- 
pound the Law in Chaldee, which was their mother Tongue. 
In. the.Courfe of time the reft of the Bible was likewife called 
Mikra, and in the Talmud this word is fometimes made ufe of 
when the Text of Scripture is compared with the GlofTes of the 
Doctours, upon which the Tradition of the Jewim Religion is 
founded. It is likewife from hence that the Sect of the Caraites 
among the Jews has took its name, becaufe they apply them- 
felves chiefly to the Text of Scripture, not acknowledging the 
Tradition of other Jews for the principles of their Religion. 

The Jews neverthelefs at this day ordinarily make ufe of the 
word four and twenty inftead of the holy Scripture, becaufe they 
have divided the Bible into 24 parts. S. Jerome mentions this s - J« r °mi» 
divifion when he fays that, according to the opinion of the Efira," 
Jews, what is not according to the 24 Elders ought to be re- 
jected as Apocryphal, by this allufion which he makes to the 24 
Elders in the Revelation he means all theJ3ooks in the Scrip- 
ture contain'd in the Jewim Canon. But we ought to take care 
not to confound with thefe 24 Elders of S. Jerome, the like 
exprelfion which is in other Fathers, who have divided the Bible 
into 24 Books alluding thereby to the 24 Letters in the Greek 
Alphabet. Thefe laft comprehend ordinarily under the name 
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of the 24, the Books which are not in the Jewifli Canon, where- 
as S. Jerome, following herein the opinion of the Jews, excludes 
them. He Jikewife obferves that the Jews, to compleat this 
number of 24, have divided the Book of Ruth from the Hiftory 
of Judges, and the Lamentations from the Prophecy of Jeremiah, 
The Greek Fathers have imitated the Jews herein, when they 
divide the whole Bible into 22 Books , in relation to the 22 
Letters in the Hebrew Alphabet, as we reade in Jofephus his 
Works. 

We find in the Writings of the Jews many other names of the 
Scripture which we fliall now pafs over, that we may treat more 
fully on another famous divifion which they make of the whole 
Bible into three Clafles. The firft Clafle comprehends the 
five Books of the Law onely, which they diftinguifh from all 
other parts of the Scripture , becaufe the quality of Prophet 
was according to them more eminent in Mofes than in the Pro- 
phets which have fucceeded him. The fecond Clafle is compo- 
fed of Books they call Nebaim or Prophets. And the third of 
thofe they call Cetuvim or Hagiographys. 'Tis probable our 
Saviour alluded to this divifion of the Books of the Bible when 
he faid, that it was neceflary that all that is fpoke of him .in 
the Law of Mofes, in the Prophets and in the Pfalms fhould be 
accomplilh't, for the Pfalms are in the number of Hagiographys. 
{.uke i.4 .42. Jofephus fcems likewife to countenance it, when he places among 
int.hki. 'the Hagiographys the Hymns or Pfalms, and the Books which 
•""' Apr - treat of morality. 

Although this laft divifion of the facred Scriptures into three 
Clafles feems to be ancient, it may be neverthelefs that the an- 
cient Jews agreed not altogether herein with the Rabbins who 
have added their dreams to the opinions of thofe ancients. There 
are many learned men who find fault that the Jews exclude 
riwoJ, i» Daniel from the number of the Prophets, and Theodoret has re- 
62*. " P r °v ? d them very feverely. But it is eafie to reconcile their 
opinion in this point with that of the Chriftians, fince they 
agree that the Books of the Bible which are called Canonical 
have been equally infpired by God, and moreover that the- Book 
of Daniel is of the number of thefe canonical Books. S. Jerome, 
who has obferv'd that the Jews reckon not Daniel among the 
Prophets^ at the fame time obferves, that they place his Book 
among the Hagiographys, and by confequence they acknowledge 
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him as an Authour infpired by God, and although they own 
him not to be a Prophet, yet they deny not but he has writ 
Prophecies. The Controverfie which is betwixt them and us 
in this point, is but a fubtilty and a pure queftion of name, as 
we fhall eafily underftand by the feries of this difcourfe : never* 
thelefs a learned Proteftant, who a while fince has writ in fa- 
vour of the Septuagint Tranflatours, highly blames the ancient 
Jews for denying Daniel to be a Prophet , becaufe they found voiiim. 
themfelves preft by the evidence of his Prophecy. But the au- 
thority of S. Jerome alone is fufficient to fhew that the ancient 
Jews differ not in this point from the modern and that they 
always thought that the Book of Daniel was in the Collection 
of canonical Books. Daniel therefore is no lefs a Prophet than 
Jfaiah and the reft of the Prophets. The Rabbins onely will 
have it that there are different degrees in Prophecies, asR. D. Kimhi <,* 
Kimhi has obferv'd, whence they have taken occafion to eftablifh 
thefe three different Clafles of the holy Scriptures, which are ne- 
verthelefs all comprif 'd under the general name of Prophecies. 
The Pfalms, which the Jews place among the Hagiographys as. 
well as the Book of Daniel, according to them contain feveral 
Prophecies concerning the Mejfiah. Don Jofeph Gehaia, a Spa- jor fp h 
nifh Jew, intimates that his Fathers feemM to prefer the Pfalms p n .£ ; ' '" 
before the Prophecies, by joining the Pfalms to the Books of Mo> 
fes, and that they have Ihewn the great conformity between thefe 
two Works. When they place Daniel with Efdras and Nehe- 
miah they had regard onely to the Hiftory which is related in 
this Book, which argues not but that they acknowledge them 
to be true Prophecies : moreover the Jews have denied David 
and Daniel the name of Prophets, by reafon their way of living 
in the fatigues of the Court was not agreeable to the ordinary 
life of other Prophets. 

To proceed, they comprehend under the name of Prophets 
the Hiftory of Jofhua, Judges, Samuel and the Kings, which they 
call Nebaim. Kifonim, ox Firft Prophets, to diftinguifh them from 
Ifaiah, Jeremiah, Ez.echiel and the twelve little Prophets, which 
they make but one Volume, of, and they call all thefe Prophets 
Nebaim Aharonim or Laft Prophets. They have therefore fub- 
divided the Prophets into two Clafles, and they call all equally 
prophetical, although part of them contains Hiftories onely, 
becaufe they have all been writ by true Prophets. There remain 
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eleven other Books which they have call'd Cemm or Hagiogra- 
phys, Which are the Pfalms, Proverbs, Job, Dame, Efdras and 
the Chronicles, to which we are to add the Camcles, Ruth, La- 
mentations, Ecclefaftes and Efther. They call thefe five aft 
Books the five Volumes, and they ordinarily make them follow 
the Pentateuch, for their particular conveniency, becaufe they 
read them in the Synagogues upon particular days in the year. 
For example at Eajler they read the Canticles, at Pentecoft Rmh y 
at the Feaft of the Tents or Tabernacles Efther, and fo of the 

r. Fphoi. ^Ifwe will rely upon the Teftimony of two learned and cun- 
pr-r/. in n j ng R a bbins, the whole ceconomy of the holy Scriptures has 
£ Ab«v. been taken from the three feveral divifions the Tabernacle and 
VP- "' Temple were compofed of. The Law oiMofes, as the firft and 
' principal part of the Scripture, anfwers to the place call'd the 
Holy of Holies, or, to fpeak more properly, to the moft holy 
place, where the Ark and the Book of the Law were the Book 
of the Prophets agrees with the Sanctuary or holy place, in which 
the Table, the Candleftick, and the golden Altar wereplac'd 
laftly, the Hagiographys anfwer to the Porch, where was the 
Altar of burnt Offerings. And that which made the proportions, 
according to the Rabbins, of thefe divifions, as well of the Ta- 
bernacle, as of the Scripture, is that the Tabernacle reprefented 
the three Worlds, Which are the intellectual one, where God 
refides with his Angels, the celeftial one, where the moft pure 
Bodies are, and the terreftrial or inferiour one. The Books 
of Mofes ought to be placed in the intellectual one, forafinuch 
as his Prophecies are of a- fingular nature, and that he is the 
onely Prophet to whom God face to face communicated himfelf. 
The other Prophets whom God has not commun'd with but 
through the means of his Angels ? ought to hold but the tecond 
rank, and be placed in the celeftial World ; laftly, the Hagio- 
graphys, which are the laft degree of Prophecy, are to be pla- 
ced in the inferiour World : this thought has more fubtilty than 
folidity in it, 'tis a new invention of the Rabbins without foun- 
dation in Scripture. It is much more probable that the hifto- 
rical Books have retained the name of prophetical becaufe the 
publick Writers, who had the care of collecting thefe publick 
Acts, called themfelves Prophets, as we have already declared. 
The Rabbins moreover add that the Hagiographys have been 
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called Cemphim or Writings, becaufe the Authours of them were 
infpired by God during the time onely they writ them but 
'tis not neceflary to dwell any longer upon thefe vain fubtilties 
of the Rabbins, which have no other fupport but their imagi- 
nations. 

We have likewife thought fit to pafs over in filence many 
other obfervations of this nature concerning the different de- 
grees of Prophecy, which are explained at large by R. Mofes, 
Son of Maimon, but after fo philofophical a manner that we 
ought not to regard it. I have related the opinion of the Jem 
in this point, to mew that they agree wholly with the Chrifti- 
ans, except in fome fubtilties invented by the Rabbins. David 
and Daniel are acknowledged by the Jews as well as Chriftians 
for true Prophets, whofe Books were full of Prophecies con- 
cerning the Mefftah, the difference between the one and the other 
is onely in name and manner. 

As the Rabbins are wholly ignorant of the reafons of this 
general divifion of the holy Scriptures into three ClalTes, they 
find great difficulty in explaining the order wherein every par- 
ticular Book has been placed, they acknowledge that the Books 
of Ruth, Daniel and the Pfalms contain Prophecies, or that they 
have been written by Prophets, yet neverthelefs they place them 
among the Hagiografhys. Abravanel affirms that the Book of 
Ruth was compofed in favour of the Family of David, by Sa- 
muel who was a Prophet, and to lpeak conformably to his prin- 
ciples he adds that Samuel writ it without any exprefs command 
from God, and that what is comprehended therein has not been 
inspired after the lame manner with the Prophecies, which he 
confirms by the Tradition of his Doctours, who have rank't 
this Book in the third Clafle ; he fays moreover that were it 
true that the Book of Ruth ought to be placed among the Pro- ~ 
phets with the Hiftory of Judges there would neverthelefs have 
been reafon to have join'd it with the P films, becaufe Samuel 
compof 'd this Work for the honour of David, and that it is 
for this reafon the ancients have plac't it with the Pfalms, al- 
though in effect it belongs to the fecond Clafle : whence it 
appears that the Rabbins, who have been fo nice upon the Tra- 
ditions of their ancient Doctours, have had no certain and evi- 
dent principle for the fettling thefe three different ranks of fa- 
cred Scriptuses. 

The 
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The fame Aravanel, fpeaking of the Book of Job, which is 
among the Hagiographys, fays that if Mofes be the Authour of 
it as is obferved in the Talmud, it belongs to the firft Clafie, 
that if Job were in the time of the Judges, as Ebezer affirms, 
ie ouRht to be placed in the fecond, and laftly, if he were in 




certainty. We ought rather to afcribe the holy Scriptures to 
Prophets in general, and with the Caraite Jews call the whole 
Bible Prophecy than to be fo curious in queftions of names. 

As to what belongs to the order that ought to be kept in 
every particular Book, there is nothing of certainty about this 
Subject, either among the Jem or Cbnftians. The manufcript 
Copies of the Bible differ often among themfclves. The Spa- 
nifli Jews agree not always with the French and Germans, 
fometimes convenience has been regarded, and I believe for this 
very reafon moft join the five little Volumes we before fpoke 
of with the five Books of Mofes, becaufe they reade in the Sy- 
nagogue the two Pentateuch* : thefe are cuftoms peculiar to the 
Jews, which the Chriftians ought not to follow in the Hebrew 
Munfttr. Bibles which they caufe to be printed. Munfter feems to have 
play'd too much the Jem in the Hebrew Bible he haspublifh'c with 
his Latin Tranflation on the fide, becaufe he.has not placed the 
Prophecy of Daniel in the rank of other Prophets as it is in 
the ancient Interpreters. The Tradition even of the Jews 
feems to have nothing of certainty in this point, becaufe the 
Talmud and the Mamoret agree not altogether about the order 
of the Prophecys : the Talmudifis place Jeremiah firft and be- 
Eiias Levit. fore Ifaiah, whereas the Mazjorets place Ifaiah the firft. Eliot 
miwku" Levita obferves that all the good Spanilh manufcript Copies 
keep this laft order, but that the German and French Copies 
keep the order obferved in the Talmud. The Books Hagio- 
graphys are likewife differently placed in the Talmud and Ma- 
zjsretick. Copies. The Spaniards obferve the order of the Ma- 
z.oret after the fame manner as in the Books of the Prophets, 
but the Germans depart not from the Tradition of the Talmn- 
dift Doctours. 

cafioi. Cajfiodore has likewife obferved this difference in the ancient 
Greek and Latin Copies of the Bible. He has made three 
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Chapters in his Book ; of Divine Readings which are intitled 
the divifioii of the Scripture according to S. Jerome^ the divi- 
fion of the Scripture according to S. jiugufiin, the divifion of 
the fame Scripture according to the Septuagint. There may 
many other reflections be made upon thefe forts of divifions of 
the Bible in general* but it is fufficient to have obferv'd what is 
moft neceflary. 



O H A P. ; X. 

The reafons of Jd&fh d'Albo to Jhew that the Law of Mofes 
has never heen corrupted. The Examination of the Pen- 
tateuch of the Samaritans, and whether it may be proved 
from thence that ive. have to this day the ancient Copy 
' of the Books of Mofes; 

ALL the Jews agree not that the Hebrew Copies have been 
corrupted during the time of their Captivity in Babylon. 
Jofeph d y Mo, a learned Spanilh Rabbin, pretends in his Book Aiborf^ * 
of the grounds of the Law, that the five Books of Mofes are ch > «*• °f 
come to them by Tradition without any change, and the rea- KaS «• 
ions which he alledges are, that during the time of the firft orowidi. 
Temple there always were Priefts and Do&ours who taught the 
Law \ and as it may be objected to him that there have been 
idolatrous Kings who defpifed the Law oi Mofes, he anfwers 
that the idolatrous Kings never were without Prophets, who 
always made the people obferve the Law, which Law was pub- 
lick and in the mouth' of every particular perfon. This Rab- 
bin brings feveral other reafons to (hew, that, notwithftanding 
the idolatry and deftruction of the firft Temple, the Law of 
Mofes has been intirely preferved by the means of Prophets and 
other able perfons who took care to preferve it. But as this 
opinion is contrary to experience, and as there are clear and evi* 
dent proofs that the Law which we have this day in our Hebrew 
Copies is not altogether the fame which was given to Mofis, we 
ihall not fpend much time in examining thefe reafons, it is 
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Efficient that we find the** *re changes and actions, whether 
it be that it was changed before the Captivity or during the 
Captivity, as many Rabbins allure us, or that the changes hap. 
penfd in after time by the negligence of the Jews. , # 
The onely rcafon which deferves a diligent examination is 
that which he brings from the Samaritans, who have likewife 
a Hebrew Copy of the Law writ in Samaritan Characters, and 
vet it is certain that thefe Samaritans had never any part m 
the Captivity of the other Jews, to which this corruption of the 
Hebrew Copies is afcribed, becaufe they were led Captive be- 
fore the Jews into another place. It is impoffible that this 
agreement of Copies between the Samaritans and the Jews, 
fhould proceed from that their Books have been corrupted after 
the fame manner. Befides, it feems not reafonable. to fay that 
the Samaritans took a Copy of the Law from the Jews after 
their return to Jewfalem, becaufe they were then declared 
enemies of the Jews, and oppofed them in all things. What 
yet confirms this opinion is that the Samaritans have pre- 
ferved the ancient Hebrew Characters which were from the 
time of Mofes, and confequently the ancient Copies, whereas 
the Jews, at their return from their Captivity, took thofe of 
the Chaldeans which they make ufe of to this day. 

To clear this difficulty we fhall in few words relate the Hi- 
ftory of thefe Samaritans which may be feen more at large in 
the Bible, and Hiftory of Jofephw. There happened under Re-* 
heboam, Son of Solomon, a Schifm amongft the Ifraelites which 
divided them into two Kingdoms \ one of thefe Kingdoms was 
called Judab, and contained thofe who remained at Jerufalent 
ftedfaft to Rehoboam and the Family of David, the others pre- 
served the ancient name of the Ifraelites and left Jemfdem under 
the conduct of Jeroboam* The capital City of their Kingdom, 
was Samaria, whence they have been called Samaritans. This 
Schifm having weakned the Republick of the Hebrews, Salma- 
nazar King of Affyria conquer'd Samaria, and fent all the people 
Captive into remote Countries, and at the feme time planted 
in their places Colonies of Babylonians, Cutheans, and other 
Idolaters, but thefe finding themfelves devoured by Lyons and 
other Beafts, demanded an Ifraelitifti Prieft, to teach them the 
Law and cuftoms of the Country they came to inhabit which 
wasgran.tea.them, and this Prieft taught them the Law of Mofes* 

ana 
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and it is probable that he brought them a Copy of the Law he 
Was to teach them. 

As the ten Tribes who followed Jeroboam's fide, did not 
make an entire apoftacy from the Religion of the Hebrews, 
they had without doubt Weferved the Law of Mofes, and it is 
this Law which the Prieft, fent by the King Salmanajjar, taught 
the inhabitants of this new Colony, who were not afterwards 
troubled by Beafts which before devoured them. 'Tis true that 
the people retain'd fomething of their old Idolatry, but that 
hindred not but that they alfo obferved the Law of Mofes, 
and that they offered Sacrifices unto God according to the Ce- 
remonies of this Law, although they offered others according 
to their ancient fuperftition. However it was with thefe old 
Samaritans, it is certain that they who are now fo called, have 
the five Books of Mofes writ in the Hebrew Tongue, and in 
the ancient Hebrew Characters which are now called Samaritan j 
they have preferv'd nothing of their Idolatry, on the contrary 
they obferve the Law of Mofes more after the Letter than the 
Jews ; and the explanation in the Glofles contained in the Tal- 
mud, and which the Jews exactly follow, are altogether un- 
known to them. They have no other canonical Books but the 
Pentateuch, becaufe all the other (acred Books which are in the 
Jewifh Canon were certainly not publiftYt in the time when they 
made their Schifm, and that is the reafon that they acknowledge 
nothing for divine and authentick but the Law of Mofes. Let 
us now fee whether their Copy ought to be prefer'd before 
that of the Jews, or whether we ought to follow one and the 
other as Copies of the lame Original, which have each of them 
their perfections and faults. 

We cannot certainly be allured that the Cutheans and other 
people who came to inhabit Samaria had Copies of the Law, 
becaufe the Prieft who was fent to them might have taught 
them it, with the Ceremonies of Mofes without giving them 
Copies of a Law which they could not have underftood, it 
being writ in a Language which was altogether ftrange to them, 
and in Characters of which they had no knowledge ; but when 
they had quitted their ancient Idolatry and had built a Temple 
on the Mountain Garazim where they offered Sacrifices, as the 
Jews did at Jerufalcm, it was neceflary they fhould have the 
five Books of Mofes, and the agreement that is between their 
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ancient Copy and that of the Jews, makes me think that I at 
that time they did but Copy that of the Jews,: and that the 
differences which are at prefent proceed from Transcribers, 
excepting fome words which have been changM on purpofe to 
maintain their own opinions and prejudices. 

Tis true, it feems more probable they mould: have recourfe 
to the Ifraclites or the ten Tribes that Salmanazar carried in- 
to his Countries, and not to the Jews who were their enemies •, 
but befides that fince that time we have heard nothing of thofe 
ten Tribes which returned not from their Captivity, it is bet- 
ter to judge of the Hebrew Samaritan Copy by what appears to 
our fight, than by reafons founded on iar-tetcht, conjectures.; 
Now it is certain that all the . examples We have hitherto; 
brought to (hew that Mofes could not be the Autihour of the 
whole Pentateuch as it is at prefent, are the fame as to the Sa- 
maritan Copy, p.nd therefore we cannot fay that the Samaritans 
have prefcrved a Copy of the ancient Original which was be- 
fore the Captivity of t\\Q jews% I. acknowledge, they have had 
no hand in the Collection which the Jews made, of the :holy. 
Scriptures at their return from Babylon, but , fince. .the changes;, 
are the fame in both Copies, wemuft neceirariiy conclude that 
the Samaritans have copied from the Jews, at leaft that before 
the Captivity there were not the fame additions and changes 
in the Pentateuch as there have been fince, and then we mint- 
fay that the Jews reyifed the Pentateuch., long time before fifdrM^ . 
and that the firft Originals were loft before the Schifin of the 
ten Tribes. The little difference which is between thefe two 
Copies, fince the two Seels have had no commerce together, 
is likewife a proof of their being taken from the feme Copy. 
But it is not likely that the Jews, among whom the body of 
Religion has been always preferved, have borrow'd their Co- 
pies from the Samaritans, who were Schifmaticks. 

As for the ancient Hebrew Characters which are pretended 
to be kept by the Samaritans, one cannot from thence certainly 
conclude that they have preferved the ancient Hebrew Copy 
of the Law, as foon as they had a. Temple, and the Books of 
Moffs they writ them in their ordinary Characters, as they yet 
write the Arabick in thefe ancient Samaritan Letters ; this cu- . 
ftom has likewife fpread it felf over other Nations of the Le- 
«,.an.d we fee that the Syrians, whether Jacobites or Mwn 
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nites or Neftoriatts write the Arabian Language in Syriack Cha- 
racters ; the Jews of Confiantinople likewife write the Pcrfian, 
the Arabick, the vulgar Greek and the Spanilh in Hebrew Cha- 
racters, as appears from two tetraple Pentateuchs which they 
have printed' in all thefe Languages at Conjiantinople. The 
German Jews likewife often- write the high Dutch in- Hebrew 
Characters, wherefore the Characters alone arc not a fufficicnt 
proof to mew that the Samaritans, having preferved the ancient 
manner of writing which was ufed before the Captivity, have 
likewife preferved the ancient Books without any change : but 
for the further underftandjng this matter, we will particularly 
examin the differences of thefe two Copies, and, by comparing 
them together, we fliall cailly judge, which of the two ought 
to be prefer'd. 

Father Morin of the Oratory, who was the firft that publifh'C r. Motin. 
a Copy of the Hebrew Samaritan Pentateuch, feems to have pre- 
fer'd it too much before the* Hebrew Pentateuch of the Jews; 
on the other fide Hettinger and fome others, who have* in. this tiotttnger. 
condemn'd the opinion of F.-^^V, have not been moderate . 
enough in fpeaking of the Samaritans; and what is altogether 
furprifing is that feveral Proteftants, who have not very much 
refpect for Tradition, have yet made life of it as a ftrong proof 
to defend the authority of the Hebrew Text of the Jem, and 
to decry at the fame time the Samaritan Copy. They fay that 
the Hebrew Copy of the Jews ought to be prefer'd before that 
of the Samaritans, becaufe thefe laft are Schifmaticks, whereas 
the Jews have always remained in the Religion of their Fathers, 
and have always had a long fucceffion of true Priefts. But 
it often happens that men, being the rcpofitories of Tradi- 
tions, put in fomething of their own invention, and then it is 
hard to diftinguifh the true Traditions from the falfe^ it may 
have happened then that the Jews, who make Tradition equi- 
valent to the Scripture, may have rather alter'd the Text of 
the Law than the Samaritans, who equal not the Glofs of their 
Doctours with the Text of Mofes. We ought then to have re- 
courfe to more particular proofs to know which of the two Co- 
pies is the belt. 

We ought not then to confound with the Hebrew Samaritan 
Text, a Samaritan Tranflation which is printed with this Text, 
nor another Greek Tranflation made by the Samaritans^ which we 

have 
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have nothing of but fome fragments in ancient Ecclefiafticai 
Authours. Thefe two Tranflations which we ihall fpeak of in 
our Second Book cannot abfolutely be the rule of the feveral 
readings which are in the Hebrew Jewilh Pentateuch , becaufe 
theTranflatour takes a certain liberty which often carries him 
from his Text. We Ihall then regulate thefe varieties by the 
Hebrew Samaritan Text, which being a true Text as well as 
the Copy of the Jews, we ought not to fay as fome have done 
that it has been taken from the Greek Tranflation of the Sep- 
tuagint becaufe a Tranflation is made from the Original and 
not the Original from a Tranllation. When the Hebrew Sa- 
maritan Text agrees with the Tranflation of the Septuagint, and 
that they two differ from the Hebrew Jewilh Text, it is moft 
probable to fay that the Grecian Interpreters have made ufe 
of the fame Hebrew Copy as the Samaritans. Neverthelefsas 
the Greek Tongue was heretofore in ufe among the Samaritans, 
and that they have made ufe of a Greek Tranflation, it might 
happen they may have taken fomething from the Tranflation 
of the Septuagint, and added fomething to their Text to make 
it more intelligible. What may fupport this conjedure is that 
there were Samaritans in tAgyjt when the Septuagint Tranfla- 
tion was much in vogue. Maffim himfelf believes that the He- 
brew Tongue being little underftood in thofe days, they made 
ufe of the Septuagint Tranflation as well as theHellenift^iw j 
and there are yet Samaritans at Grand Cairo, who perhaps are 
defcended from thefe ancient Samaritant of oEgyft, as thofe of 
Sickcm of Nafoloafe are apparently defcended from the ancient 
Samaritans, who dwelt in that Country. Let us now pas from 
conjectures to truth v and^ examine in particular the Hebrew 
Text, and fee if it has any advantage over the Copy of the 
Jews. 
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CHAP. XL 

A particular examination of the Hebrew Samaritan Text, 
whether it ought to be prefer d to the Hebrew Text of 
the Jews. Divers examples of various readings, with 
reflexions. 

WE ought to fuppofe as a certain truth that before men gave 
themfelves to follow the correction oithcMaxsret or Jew 
ijh Criticks, which we mail hereafter fpeak of, theTranfcribers 
fcldom troubled themfelves with adding or cutting off of certain 
Letters which properly conftitute the Vowels in the Hebrew 
Tongue \ which is the reafon that the Hebrew Samaritan Text 
often differs from the Hebrew Jewilh Text, and that fometimes 
in the Samaritan Copy words are found with the Letters Van 
and Jed which are wanting in the Hebrew Copy, whence Father 
Morin concludes that the Hebrew Samaritan Text ought to be 
prefer'd before the Hebrew Jewilh Text. But he feems not to 
reafon rightly on this matter, fince on the other fide there are 
places where thefe very fame Letters Vau and Jod are wanting 
in the Samaritan Copy, and are found in the Copy of -the Jews* 
Wherefore in this the Samaritans have no advantage over the 
Jews, nor on the contrary the Jews over the Samaritans. 

The lame F. Morin, who was £b much affe&ed with the He- 
brew Samaritan Copy, brings the word Meorot for example of 
thefe varieties, which is writ in the Jewilh Copy without the 
Letter Van, whereas in the Samaritan Copies it is writ witfi 
two VauH or two O's ; he enlarges very much upon this ex- 
ample to fhew that the Hebrew Samaritan text ought to be pre- 
ferred before the Hebrew Jewifh Text ; then he adds the. dreams 
of the Rabbins, who juftifie in this place the want of thefe two 
JWs in their Copies, but he had done more to the purpofehad 
heremark't, with Rabbi Aben Efra, that the Tranfcribers have 
taken the liberty of adding or leaving out thefe forts of Let-, 
ters, and that the myfteries fome Rabbins bring to explain the 
abfence or prefence of thefe Letters are pure inventions of 
their own imaginations which- have no foundation at all. This 

Father 
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Father Marin ought to have obferved, inftead of relating ftories 
at his own pleafure, to arraign the Jews in praifing the Sa- 
maritans. . r i« 

There are moreover certain diverfities of reading m the He- 
brew Jewifh Texts which are not in the Copies of the Samaritans, 
and thefe varieties which we (hall after fpeak of in treating 
of the Mazoret are called Keri and Cetib which happen when 
we corredt in the Margin the reading of the Text where we 
think there is a fault. Father Morin relies much upon thefe va- 
rieties to mew that the Hebrew Samaritan Text is more exatt 
than that of the y«w, becaufe there are none of thefe various 
readings, and he gives for example the word Nahara, whicfr'is 
writ without the Letter He in feveral places of Genefis in the 
Hebrew Jewifh Text, whereas it is writ as it ought to he with 
He in the Hebrew Samaritan Copy. But what may be conclu- 
ded from thefe feveral readings is that the Max.orets have been 
too fcrupulous in writing their Copies , not daring to put in 
the true reading into the body of the Text, which they have 
onely mark't in the Margin, thinking it fufficient to fay that 
it ought to be read as it is writ in the Margin. Which gives 
the Hebrew Samaritan Text no advantage at all over the Copy 
of the Jfiw, fince they have obferved it ought to be read as 
it is in the Samaritan Copy. The Mazorets have neverthelefs 
been too fcrupulous in fearing to put into the Text the true 
reading when it was evident, and that the other was a manifeft 
errour of the Tranfcriber, but their fcruple is not altogether 
ill-grounded in other places, where one is not aflfured of the 
true reading, and then I would prefer the Hebrew Jewifh Text 
which marks the varieties before the Hebrew Samaritan which 
leaves them out j for it fometimes falls out that the reading in 
the Margin is better than that which is in the Text, wherefore 
the Jews on thefe occafions had reafon to preferve the various 
readings which they had found in different Copies, and to leave 
the Reader the liberty of chufing which he thought was molt 
agreeable to fenfe. To which may be added, that the number 
of thefe feveral readings, chiefly of thofe which we manifeftly 
find to be errours of Tranfcribers, is not fo great in the good 
manufcripts of the Bible, as in thofe which have been printed 
with too much Jewifh fuperftition. This I have obferved in 
reading fome manufcript Copies where I have found the 

word 
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word Nahara writ with the Letter He in the Text without any 
remark in the Margin, after the fame manner it is in the Sama- 
ritan Copy. By this means many little things may be juftified 
which are in the printed Jewim Copies and which are not in good 
Manufcripts. Father Morin had done much better to have con- 
fulted them than fo eafily to arraign the Jews for little trifles 
which are ealie tq be redrefled by the rules of Criticifme and 
the ancient Copies of the Bible. 

There is another fort of various reading in the Hebrew Sa- 
maritan Text , which proceeds from feveral Letters that arc 
like one another, or are pronounced after the fame manner. 
Hottinger , who was as much taken with the Hebrew Jewifli 
Text as Father Morin was with the Hebrew Samaritan , pre- 
tends from thence to prove that the Samaritans have writ their 
Copy from that of the Jews : but allowing it werefo, Hottin- Stinger. 
per ftretches his principles too far, which endeavours to prove 
that the Samaritans have read in fome places otherwife than 
they ought to have read, to have confounded certain Letters 
one with the other , which according to him they could not 
have done if they had not tranferibed the Hebrew Jewifh Copy, 
becaufe thefe Letters have not the fame refemblance among the 
Samaritans as among the Jews. But he has not feriouHy con,- 
iidered the nature of thefe Letters, which the Samaritans may 
haye often took one for the other and yet they not rcfembled 
one another. For example , the Letters He and Hetb were 
heretofore pronounc't (as S. Jerome informs us) after the fame 
manner, and all the difference betwixt them is that Heth is a 
little more afpirate than He - 0 fo when the Samaritans write in 
their Copies one for the other, 'tis not becaufe their figures 
are alike in the Hebrew Jewifh Alphabet, but becaufe it is ordi- 
nary for Tranfcribers to confound the Letters which have the 
fame found. This is the reafon that in the Hebrew Samaritan 
Copy the Letters Aleph and Ain are fometimes confounded, be- 
caufe their pronunciation is almoft the fame thefe are two A*s 
according to S. : Jerome one of which is pronounced ftronger 
than the other : whether you write thefe Letters in Samaritan or 
Jewifh Characters the pronunciation will be always alike, and by 
confequence the Tranfcribers will eafily take one for the other : 
there are moreover certain, other Letters which refemble one 
another as well in the Samaritan as the Jewifli Alphabet. 

M It is 
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It is neceflary to make all thefe obfervatioM if one would 
underftand the nature of the various reading* of the Hebrew 
Tewifh and the Hebrew Samaritan Texts. In obfemng the 




the Copy of the Jews ought to be reformM by that of the Sa 
maritans, and on the contrary where thnt of the Samaritans 
ought to be corrected by that of the Jews. Befides this, we 
ought to have fevcral good manufcript Copies of the Hebrew 
Samaritan Text to make the Criticiime, and then we fliould 
not leave fo many faults of the Tranfcribers as there are m the 

printed Copy. . , 

Befides thefe varieties, which confift but m Letters, there are 
feveral other ; more confiderable, which regard whole words 
and intire phrafes, and this we ought to examin according to 
the rules of Criticilme, and not upon the prejudices which fome 
bring in the favour of the Jem. We ought to fuppofe that the 
Samaritan Pentateuch is a Copy of the Law of Mofes as well as 
the Pentateuch of the Jews and not a Tranflation , although 
there are conjectures to prove the Samaritans have reformed 
fome places by the Greek Septuagint Tranflation. And more- 
over in reading the Samaritan Pentateuch there are certain re- 

Eetitions and additions to be found which cannot be attributed 
ut to Tranfcribers, whence it is eafie to judge that the Sa- 
maritan Tranfcribers have fometimes took too much liberty. 
This principle will ftand us in much ftead in the examination 
we are about to make of the feveral readings and alterations 
of the two Hebrew Texts, the Jewilh and Samaritan. 

We reade in. the Hebrew Jewifli Text in the 2d Chapter of 
Genejis [God ended his workmen the feventh day} whereas it is in the 
Hebrew Samaritan Text [the Jixth day} which feems to make 
better fenfe. The Greek Tranflation of the Septuagint and the 
Syriack agree with the Copy of the Samaritans, but the lame 
confequence cannot be drawn from thefe Tranflations as from 
the Samaritan Copy, which is no lefs the Hebrew Text than the 1 
Hebrew Copy or the Jews this variety may be therefore 
remarket as a feveral reading , unlefs we pretend that the 
Samaritans who reade the Bible in Greek have been the caufe 
of this amendment, and that they have took it from the Sep- 
tuagint. 
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tuagint Tranflation, but nothing but conjectures can be made, 
and it may be that the Hebrew Copy which the Greek Inter- 
preters made ufe of has agreed in this with that of the Sama- 
ritans. 

The 8th Verfe of the 4th Chapter of Genejis feems to be de- 
fective in the Hebrew Copy of the Jews, and that thefe words 
ought to be added {.Let us go into the field} which are in the 
Samaritan Copy , as likewife in the Septuagint and Vulgar. .. 
The ancient Greek Scholiaft upon the Tranflation of the Sep- cresset. 
tuajgint obferves that thefe fame words are in the Greek Tranf- 
lation of the Samaritans. But S. Jerome in his Hebrew queftions 
upon Genejis pretends that it is an addition to the Hebrew Text, 
and likes it not although he is perfwaded that the Text is de- 
fective in this place. S. Jerome by this feems not to have fuf- 
ficiently confidered that the Hebrew Samaritan Oopy was a true 
Text, for he fpeaks as of a Tranflation where fomething may 
have been added. But one may remark S. Jerome fometimes 
very differently explains himfelf on the fame Subject, according 
to the feveral places where he treats, and that in his queftions 
upon Genefis he had no other defign but to defend the Hebrew 
Jewifli Text as the Jews of his time defended it. The Authour 
who has collected the Greek Scholias upon the Septuagint of 
Franckfort Edition hath not faithfully related what touches this 
Subject, having confounded without conflderation the Greek 
Tranflation of the Samaritans with the Targum or Paraphrafe 
of Jerufalem. 

S. Jerome on the contrary accufes the Jews for having left 
the word col which fignifies all out of the 27th Chapter of Deu- 
teronomy, that it might not be comprehended in the Male- 
diction of the Law. Then he adds that this word col is in the 
Samaritan Copy. Father Morin infifts ftrongly upon this obfer- 
vation which S. Jerome has made in his Commentary on the 
Epiftle of S. Paul to the Gelatians, as if the Argument of S. Paul 
was of no force by omitting this word, but S. Jerome feems to 
have been too curious in this place agamft the Jews, for whe- 
ther we reade Lall} in the Angular or [all} in the plural 
with the Septuagint and with S. Paul, or whether we reade it 
not at all with the Jews, the fenfe of the words is neverthelefe 
the fame. 



We 
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We reade in the Hebrew Jetoflh Copy after tfcfc manner [Cw-- 
fed be he that perffteth not in the words of 'this-Lav® and in the 
Hebrew Samaritan Copy {cur fed be he that perfifts not w all. the 
words of this Lawl and laftly, in the Tranflation of theSeptua- 
gint which S.P*«/has followed {enrfed be whofoever perftfs not 
in all the words of this' Law."} 

Now I underftand not how all the force of S. PauPs Argu- 
ment contifts in thefe words wbofoever and all, fince according 
to the rule of the Dialed the indefinite has the lame force as 
the univerfal, we ought then to examin when it concerns Cri- 
ticifme whether what the Fathers fay is juft and well grounded. 
S. Jerome fpeaks not thus in his queftions upon Gene/is ; more- 
over in reading many Hebrew Manufcripts 1 have often enough 
found that they agree not always in thefe forts of common words 
which the Grammarians call notes of univerfality they are in 
fome and not in others, which without doubt proceeds from 
Tranfcribers. It is the fame with the words Jehovah and Elohittt^ 
which are fometimes put one for the other : but it is not necefla- 
ry to ftay any longer upon thefe trifles, or to make a long ca- 
talogue of the differences betwixt the Hebrew Jewifh and 
that of the Samaritan Copy, thefe various readings are molt of 
them collected in the fixth Volume of the Englifti Polyglot, we 
ihall onely add fome reflections on thefe varieties, which will 
be very ufefull for the knowing the advantages and defects of 
thefe two Copies. 



CHAP. XII. 

Reflexions upon the Hebrew Samaritan text, 

ON E of the beft proofs of the care which the Samaritan* 
had in preferving their Copy of the Law is that we yet 
find it to agree in moft places with the citations which are in 
the ancient Books, even to little niceties. We may confult up- 
on this Eufebitu, Diodorut, S. Jerome, S. Cyrill, Procotm and le- 
yeral other Fathers, whoobferved the various readings of the 

Samari- 
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Samaritan Copy, or rather of the Greek Tranflation made from 
the Hebrew Samaritan Text. Hottingtr , who condemns this 
Text as not exact becaufe there are fometimes Heh for Heth's 
v#»'s for AlephH, ought rather to accufe the Tranfcribers than 
the Copies, which are eafie to be corrected in manifeft errours. 
In defect of the Hebrew Samaritan Copies we ought to have 
recourfe to the Copies of the Jews, but if it happens that the. 
two various readings make each of them a probable fenle they 
ought to be mark't as varieties of two Copies from the fame 
Original forfuppofing that the Samaritan Copy was heretofore, 
taken from that of the Jews, this will nevertl^lefs prove that 
it was read in the ancient Hebrew Copy after this manner, it 
would not be neceflary to print as has been already done 
the Hebrew Samaritan Copy, it is enough to put in the Margin 
of the ordinary Copies the various readings of the Samaritan, 
fince it is certain that they are but two Copies of the fame Ori- 
ginal writ onely in different Characters. 

As for the Greek Samaritan Tranflation when it agrees not 
with the Hebrew Samaritan Text, we are to feek out reafons 
according to the rules of Criticifme, it being to no purpofe to 
multiply the various readings upon one Tranflation, unlefs there 
be evident proof that the Interpreter has read otherwife in his 
Copy, befides that the Tranflatour does not always follow his 
Text exactly and according to the Letter, there may likewife 
fome alterations have happened in the Greek Samaritan Trank 
lation. Father Morin troubles himfelf to no purpofe to find 
out reafons for thediverfity of reading which he thought there 
was in the 50th Chapter of Genefis and the 19th Verfe betwixt 
the Greek Samaritan Tranflation and the Samaritan Hebrew 
Text as it is at prefent. The Samaritan Interpreter has tranf- 
lated it into Greek [7 am fearing God"] whereas according to 
the Hebrew, were he Jew or Samaritan, it looks as if he ought 
to have tranflated it ^am / in the flace of God } ] Father Morin 
and fome other Criticks are very- copious in flicwing that there 
is a tranfpofition of Letters in the Hebrew Words, but that 
is not neceflary fince it may be tranflated without changing any 
thing, / am for God y that is to fay* / fear God., 

Saadias Gaion, who read as we do at prefent, has tranflated 
after the fame manner as the Greek Samaritan Tranflation, the 
fame fenfe is likewife in the Chaldean Paraphrafe of Onkelos, we 

ought 



Book I. (86) Chap. XII. 

ought therefore to obferve that the Grecian Interpreter of the 
Samaritans has not always tranflated according to the letter, 
but that fometimes he has neglected it to make the fenfe more 
proper. Moreover as there were not then points in the Hebrew 
Text which ferve inftead of Vowels, and which the Samaritans 
have not to this day, the Samaritan Interpreter has fometime 
read otherwife in putting other points than thofe which are at 
prefent in the Hebrew Jewim Text. Thus in the 8th Chapter 
of Exodm the 2d Verfe he has tranflated IRavenQ where it 
ought to be tranflated 0* number of Flies or other little Jnimals^ 
It cannot be denied but in the Hebrew Samaritan Text there 
are fome paflages more neatly explain'd than in the Hebrew 
Jewim Text, and if the Samaritan Copy was but a Tranflation 
one may fay the Tranflatour has added fome words to take 
away obfcurity. But queftion is here made of a Text not of a 
Tranflation, it is neverthelefs evident on the one fide that the 
Samaritans have made no fcruple to change words in the Text 
having put for example Garexim for Ebal, and moreover they 
have taken whole Verfes from one place to put them into others 
they belong not to, to make the difcourfe more plain, which 
makes the fidelity of 'the Samaritans to be queftioned, and it is 
for this reafon that I do not think it worth while to correct 
the Hebrew Text now in ufe by the Samaritan Hebrew Text, 
in places where the Samaritan Copy feems to be more clear 
than that of the Jews : in the 17th Chapter of Exodus the 40th 
Verfe, 'tis in the Hebrew Jewi/h, That the Children of Jfrael 
dwelt 430 years) it is neverthelefs certain that they ftaid not 
fo long a time. The Hebrew Samaritan Text wholly takes away 
this difficulty by reading {the fiay of the Children of Ifrael and 
their Fathers'] which comprehends the time that they and their 
Fathers were as well in C&gyptas the Land of Canaan. But it 
may be thefe words have been added to compleat the fenfe which 
was imperfect ; and moreover the Rabbins expound no other 
Ways this Verfe which feems defective in the Text. The Se- 
venty have likewife fupply'd in their Tranflation the fame thing 
as the Samaritans have, or perhaps have had Hebrew Copies 
where they read after that manner. The ancient Jews have ob- 
ferved in the Talmud that the Septuagint had corrected the Text 
in this place,which makes it appear that this reading of the Jewim 
Copy is not altogether new. 

There 
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There are feveral other examples where the Hebrew Samari- 
tan Text is more plain than that of the Jews, whence Father 
Morin concludes that the Copy of the Jews is defective in thofe 
places, and that it ought to be reformed by that of the Sa- 
maritan. But it is probable enough that the Samaritans have 
took the liberty of adding words to the Text to render it more 
intelligible, and of exprefling at length phrafes which were too 
fhort, which rather will be an addition to the Samaritan Copies 
than a failure in the Jewi/h ones ; for example, in the 2d Chap- 
ter of Genefis the 24th Verfe, where it is in the Hebrew Jewilh 
Text, They (hall he in one flejh, we read in the Samaritan Copy 
There fhall be two of them in one fiejh. The Septuagint and Sy- 
riack Tranflation agree in the reading with the Samaritans, 
and perhaps this Nominative Cafe has been put in to make ff'£% lnm 
the thing more plain. Father Morin himfelf acknowledges that SiZu' 
the Samaritans have not took care enough to preferve their 
Text in its purity fince he is of opinion that they have took 
fome paflages out of one place of Mofesh Books, to place them 
in another place of thofe Books which they belong'd not to 
which is not allowable under any pretence of a farther clearing 
of the matter •, For example in the 24th Chapter of Gemjfis, 
and the 16th Verfe, they have put thefe words of the 44th 
Chapter of the fame Book and the 16th Verfe } He fhall not be 
able to abandon his Father The fame things may be feen in many 
other places not neceflary to be. here related. Neverthelefs 
Father Morin endeavours to juftifie them by the example of the* 
Fathers who have made fuch additions, when the fame thing 
was related in feveral places, but more abridg'd in one place 
than in another. For then , fays Father Morin, to make the 
fenfe more clear, they have added in another place what they 
thought was wanting. He brings Origen for another example, 
who made additions to the Septuagint to compleat what was 
wanting by mingling with it the Theodoret Tianflation. But 
all thefe examples arebefide the purpofe, and plainly /hew that 
the Samaritans have took a great deal of liberty in making ad- 
ditions to the Original, and therefore their Copy cannot be laid 
to be a true one. The Fathers have been permitted to explain , 
the holy Scriptures after this manner, becaufe there is a great 
deal of difference betwixt explaining of a Text and copying of 
it faithfully $ JVnd moreover the example of Origen makes againft 

Father. 
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Father Mwn, for Owen's defign was to give an abridgment of 
all the' Editions of the Bible, and to doe it more conveniently, 
he onely made a body of them all, by diftinguiflnng neverthelefs 
the one from the other by certain marks which the Grammarians 
then made ufe of. , 

We ought from all thefe obfervations to conclude that the 
Samaritans not having faithfully tranflated the Hebrew Text in 
fome places, we ought to have recourfe to the Jewifh Copy, 
which neverthelefs hinders us not from correcting fometimes 
the Hebrew Text of the Jews by the Samaritan : They are two 
Copies from the fame Original, each of which having its fai- 
lures and perfections, the one may help the other , inftead 
of condemning the Jewifh Copy where it is more reftrain'd 
than that of the Samaritans ; on the contrary it is a fign 
that it comes more near the Original , efpecially when the 
fenfe is compleat ; and we ought to miftruft the too great liber- 
ty the Samaritans have taken in the making of their Copy ; 
Moreover I fpeak not here of the varieties which are in the 
Chronology, becaufe I (hall treat of them hereafter. 
What has already been faid of the divers readings, fufficientiy 
Hieron. demonftrates that what S. Jerome fays of the Pentateuch of the 
Proi. oai. Samaritans ought not to be took according to the Letter, when 
he affirms that their Copy differs from the Jewifh one but in 
Characters. Samaritani etiam Pentatenchum Mofi midem Uteris 
fcriptitant figuris tantum & apicibw difcrepantes. By the word 
Poftd. in apices ought not to be underftood real points, as William Poflell 
'fit' "' has thought, and after him Hottinger : For the Samaritans never 
Hotting, made ufe of thefe points, as the Jews for fome ages have done 
Antfanw* inftead of Vowels ; but by the word ames is to be underftood 
certain pointings of their Letters ; ana thus S. Jerome takes the 
word apex in other places ^ when for example he fpeaks of the 
difference which there is betwixt Daleth and Rejb in the Hebrew 
Jewifh Alphabet. 

The Samaritans neverthelefs have in their Copies certain points 
which ferve onely to feparate words one from another, which 
has been obferved by the Greek and Latin Grammarians. They 
have likewife marks to diftinguifh the periods and other parts 
of difcourfe. Moreover they put points over certain words 
when they are to be taken in an extraordinary fignification ; 
but all this is far different from what the Jews call points , 

which 
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which they to this day ufe inftead of Vowels. Poflel, who has pa/iei. •>» 
heard the Samaritans reade the Text of the Law, teftifies they jJJJ* 
pronounce the Hebrew words very ill ; and moreover adds that 
he brought into France a Copy of their Grammar writ in Ara- 
bick and Samaritan Characters. But perhaps Paftel judg'd of 
their pronunciation by that which he himfelf had learnt j for 
it is certain that the Jem of feveral Countries pronounce He- 
brew very differently, although they all agree in the vowels 
or points \ and therefore we can fay nothing for certain of the 
manner of the Samaritans pronouncing the words of the Law, 
without confulting them more particularly upon this Subject. 



CHAP. XIII. 

Of the Samaritan Char afters. Their derivation. Of tfa 
Phoenician Letters. Explanation of fome pajfages of the 
Greek Fathers touching the Samaritan Copies of the Let- 
ter Thau. 

IT would be unnecefTary here to mention the Samaritan Cha- 
racters, which by antiquity have been thought to be the firft 
Hebrew Letters, were there not fome new Doctours, who, being 
much affected with the Hebrew Copy of the Mau>ret Jews, oblige 
us to fpeak of them. S. Jerome allures us that Efdras made ufe of 
new Characters at the return from Captivity, and that the ancient 
ones are thofe which the Samaritans have. No body doubted of 
this in S. Jerome's t\m$. Eufebius was, of the fame opinion before 
mm. Pofid^ who travelPd long time in the Levant, and inform'd 
himfelf of thefe Characters from the Jems, has likewife confirmed 
S. Jerome's opinion, by producing the infcription offeveral 
pieces, and the ancient Jewifh monies, where thefe words are 
written in Samaritan Characters, Jerusalem the Holy, and fome 
others •, which the Samaritans cannot have written after their 
Schifm, becaufe they were declared enemies both to this City 
and to its Temple we ought therefore to aftribe them to the 
Jews of Jemfalm before their Captivity. Blancucciui, Villal- 
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Mmto. Father Mori*, Walton, and feveral other learned men 
We cited the fame pieces to fliew that the Samaritan Charac- 
ters at prefent are the ancient and firft Hebrew Letters. R. A- 
zariaf, and fome other Jews have likewife quoted them in their 
Works upon the fame account. In a word the moft learned and 
judicious Criticks, as well Catholicks as Proteftants, have fol- 
lowed this opinion. Jofephus Scaliger has gone fo far as to call 
them AfTeswho are of another mind: and in effect there are 
none but fancifull and afTeded perfons who deny fo certain a 
truth as this is. Thofe who are of the contrary opinion rely 
upon what Buxtorf has writ, without taking notice that he had 
toorafhly engagM himfelf to defend the Hebrew Jewifli Copy 
againft Ludovicus Cape lbs. 'Tis true that Buxtorf has writ a lear- 
ned Difcourfe concerning the firft Characters 'bf the Hebrews, 
but as this learning is taken from the Rabbins, who have no 
certain knowledge of this matter, we ought not wholly to 
ughtfoot r ely thereon. Lightfoot, who is likewife of Buxtorf his opi- 
Matth!" njon, could not deny but that the Talmudifis are againft him. 
schibrd Scbikardus has likewife brought fome proofs in favour of the 
tu Kfg. Jewilh Characters, but at the fame time he mews that he was 
" {b « wholly ignorant in this point. For what is there more ridi- 
culous than to believe with fome Rabbins, that the Samaritans 
have not in their Alphabet the three Hebrew Letters Aleph y 
Heth and Ain, and to conclude from thence as he does, that 
the Hebrew Text could not be writ in Samaritan Characters 
before Efdra* ? He ought to have obfery'd that the Jews^ 
being enemies to the Samaritans, have impofed on them 
in feveral things , and chiefly in this. Neverthelefs moft of 
the Hebricians credit what they find in the Books of the 
Rabbins without examining their reafons. Buxtorf, Father 
and Son, have for this reafon efbouf'd feveral falfe opi- 
nions which they have endeavour'd afterwards to maintain. 
As they were very underftanding in the Jewifli learning, fo 
likewife have they not wanted many followers who have blind- 
ly taken their part. The Queftion as to the Samaritan Charac- 
ters is of this nature. Walton, who was not fo underftanding 
in the Hebrew as the two Buxtorf s, has neverthelefs been more 
judicious, and had reafon to think that the opinion of S. Je+ 
torn ought to be preferr'd before that of half-learned men, 
who therefore have raii'd againft him in injurious terms. I 
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fpeak here of fome Proteftants who could not fuflfer that Walton, 
who was likewife a Proteftant, mould put in his great Preface 
to the Englilh Volyilot, feveral opinions which they thought 
were contrary to the received opinion of their Religion, and 
amongft others that which eftablihYt the antiquity of the Sama- 
ritan Characters. 

Matthias Wafmouth, in a Book printed atRofiock^, highly com- war. m 
plains that their Church, which he calls reform'd, fufFersJWS 5 ** 
ton, who makes ufe (fays he) of the teftimony of Papifts to de- 
ftroy the ancient original of the holy Characters. But in this 
he mews his ignorance, fince Walton has maintain'd his opinion 
from the authority of Druftus, Scaliger, Caujabon, Voffius, Ama- 
ma, Bochartus, Captllm, and feveral other learned Proteftants. 
They are therefore onely ignorant and fancifull perfons who 
with Buxtorf have denied that the Samaritan Characters were 
the ancient Hebrew ones. Buxtorf himfelf onely took this fide 
becaufe he was oblig'd to anfwer a Book of CapePs intituled, 
Arcanum punftuationis revelatum, where this Authour proves the 
novelty of the Hebrew Jewifli Characters by the antiquity of 
the Samaritan Letters. 

Wherefore not to fpeake of a thing which has been treated of 
already by feveral learned men, I am contented with giving an 
account of the difputes which have been bandyed upon this fub- 
ject, atfti'bf the fuccefs which they have had. Neverthelefs one 
may read what Walton has collected in the Prolegomena's of the 
Englilh Bible, Where he has gathered together judicioufly enough 
what was the belt. I fliall onely remark that many of the Sa- 
maritan and Chaldee Characters which are now called Hebrew 
have in their original feem'd to be the fame, but there has 
happen'd to them what ordinarily does to other Languages whofe 
Characters change with the time, and when they pafs from one 
place to another. Thus the Roman Characters have been chan- 
ged under the Lombards and Goths. Even the Hebrew Jewifli 
Characters are not everywhere of the fame fafliion, as it is ealie 
to prove by comparing the Spariifh with the Germans, and if 
we look upon manufcript Copies we fhall find them different as 
to their Letters. 

A learned Proteftant has neverthelefs much inveighed againft 
thofe that believe that the Jewi/h Characters refanble much 
thofe of the Samaritans, and he grounds his opinion upon this, 

N 2 * that 



Book. I. (S>0 Chap. XIH. 

that the 7#w know them not and cannot reade the Samaritan y but 
from the fame reafon might follow that the Characters of the 
Rabbinical Hebrew have not been taken from the ordinary He- 
brew Characters, fince thofe who reade well the Hebrew do 
not always reade the Rabbinical, chiefly in Manufcripts. More- 
over thofe who very eafily reade the Syriack Letters, which the 
Jacobites and Maronites ufe, have a great deal to doe to reade 
the fame Syriack Characters in the Books of the Neftorians, 
although it is certain in their original they are the fame, and 
that this variety does not argue the Letters to be wholly diffe- 
rent, no more than amongft us the Gothick Letters differ from 
the true Romans in their original. t 

The difference then betwixt the Jewifh Characters and thofe 
of the Samaritans is* that thofe of the Jews are more plain and 
fquare, whereas the others have certain points or little dames 
which join them together. The Hebrew Jewifh Beth for ex- 
ample differs not from the Hebrew Samaritan Beth, but that the 
Hebrew Samaritan is join'd on the top and that the Jewifh one 
is open it is the fame with the Daleth and Rejh \ we fhall like- 
wife find by diligent fearching the Letters Jleph, Teth, Caph, 
Mem, Nm, Ain, Coph, to be the fame in the Jewifh and Sama- 
ritan Alphabets, onely the Jews have cut off fomething from the 
ancient Character of the Samaritans. ll# 

Before the Jews entred into the Land of Canaan this-Obaracter 
which we call Samaritan was in ufe as well as the Hebrew Lan- 
guage, fo that it ought rather to be called the Phoenician Cha- 
racter than the Samaritan or Hebrew, and that which we call at 
prefent the Hebrew is the ancient Chaldean Character. 

The Greek and Latin Letters have been taken from the Phoe- 
nician or Samaritan Characters, and not from the Jewifh, which 
one may eafily difcover by comparing the Capital Greek and La- 
tin Letters, which are the principal ones amongft the Samaritans. 
as Poftel has very excellently obferved in his Book of Originals,and 
after him Bochartus in his Book intituled Phaleg. The Greeks and 
after them the Latins have onely changed the fhape of the Phoe- 
nician Letters, becaufe they have not written from the right 
hand to the left as they, but from the left to the right \ there 
is onely the Letter P which feems rather to have been taken from 
the Hebrew or Chaldee Phe than from the Samaritan, alfo that 
Letter is join'd on the top in the Hebrew and is open in the Phoe- 
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nician or Samaritan ? contrary to the cuftom of other Letters : 
if we likewife examine the Syriack and Arabick Characters we 
/hall find that fome of them take their original from the Hebrew. 
But there has happened a greater change in the latter than of 
thofe of the Phoenician or Hebrew at this day : the reafon of. 
this refemblance of Characters proceeds from hence , that all. 
thefe Tongues are no other than Dialects of one and the fame 
Language, and as thefe Nations were divided, every one has re- 
formed by little and little their Letters* to the end they might 
write with more eafinefs, and oftentimes according to the fancy 
of Writers, and this appears more in the Arabick than in others. 
The Arabians have brought in this great alteration in their Let- 
ters that they might more eafily join them in writing, in which 
the Jews have imitated them in certain Characters which they 
call Maskot of an Arabick word. 

Furthermore what we have already related touching the an- 
cient Phoenician Letters, from which the Greek and Latin have 
drawn their original, was not altogether unknown to the Latins, 
and Greeks, as thefe Verfes of Lncan plainly mew. 

Phcenices primi fama fi credimits aufi ' 
Manfnram rudibus vocem fignare figuris. 

The Greeks have likewife acknowledged the Phoenicians for the. 
inventours of the Greek Letters. 1 do not howfoever pretend 
to conclude from thence that the Phoenician or Samaritan Cha*> 
racters are the moft ancient of all , but onely that we know 
none more ancient. It is onely probable that they are more 
ancient than thofe we at. this day call Hebrew, which are the 
Letters which were in old time in ufe among the Chaldeans. 

Efdras, or they who made the collection of the Scriptures 
after the Captivity, wrote it in Chaldee Characters, to the end 
the . people, who were accuftomed to thofe Letters during the 
time of their Captivity, might be able to reade the Law of Mo- 
fes and the other Books. The Samaritans on the contrary have 
always preferved the ancient Hebrew or Phoenician Characters.. 
Africans, Eufebius and Georgiut Syncellus do confirm this truth, 
when they diftinguifh between the Hebrew Samaritan and the 
Hebrew. Jewifh , which ought to be underftood onely of the 
Characters, which they pretend were more ancient among the 
Samaritans than among the Jews r who havetqok new ones from, 
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voir, it Efdra*. Voffms feems not to have underftood Africanus, when 
Tra»ji»t, would prove from the words of SynceUs, which are onely an 
K'* extract of Africanus, that this ancient Authourhas aOurM us 
CJt> * 9 ' that the Hebrew Samaritan Text was more ancient than the 
Hebrew Tewifo one. There is nothing in the words oiSynceUus 
that can intimate this, but onely that the Copy of the Samari- 
tans is a true Hebrew Copy, and a true Copy from the original 
of Mofes as well as that of the Jews. This is what ought to 
be underftood by thefe words of Syncellus, A true and original 

C °EHfebiHs and Africanus concurred in this opinion when they 
call'd the Samaritan an ancient Copy, it was not the queftion 
whether the Copy of the SamawrfwoughttobepreferrM before 
that of the Jews for antiquity, as Vojfius has thought, but to 
give authority to the Samaritan Copy, forafmuch as it was not 
a fimple Traflation, but an Original as well as the Hebrew Text 
of the Jems, and from thence Syncellus excellently proves that 
the varieties of readings which were in the Samaritan Copy ought 
to be confidered, which the Jem themfelves acknowledge to 
be a true Text , writ in a Character more ancient than their 
Copy. 

voiiius m. Voffms feems likewife not to have underftood the words of 
Enfebius, when he pretends to prove that Origen had a Hebrew 

Eufeb. Hift, Samaritan Text for his particular ufe. Eufebius onely fays that 
* c " Origen applied himfelf with fo much care in the fearch of the 
holy Scriptures that he learnt the Hebrew Tongue, and that 
he had an Original of his own writ in Hebrew Characters. 
But Voffms has tranflated the words of Eufebius according to 
his own prejudice, and not according to the fenfe of the Greek 
words which he relates. Thefe is not a word in that place of 
the Samaritans but of the Jems, and moreover mention is there 
made of a Hebrew Jewifh Copy. Eufebius fays that this Copy 
was writ in Hebrew Characters to diftinguim it from other 
Copies of .the Hebrew Text which were writ in Greek Cha- 
racters, and the Hebrew Copy, which was in the HexaplaSs of 
Origen, was writ after this manner in Greek Characters as all 
the world knows. To which may be added that Origen, for the 
underftanding the Hebrew Tongue, had no commerce with the 
Samaritans but with the Jem. In fine, Eufebius diftinguilhes 
thefe two Texts'in the beginning of his Chronicle by thefe 
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words {The Hebrew Text -which the Jews tnakf ufe of, and the 
Hebrew Text which the Samaritans hfe. ] and he placeth the 
Jewifh Copy before the Samaritan. But we need not dwell any 
longer upon this paflage of Eufebius, I onely wonder that fo lear- 
ned a man as Voffms has fo ftrangely altered the fenfe. 

In fine, as to the Samaritan Characters there remains a great 
difficulty concerning the Letter Than which S. Jerome allures us nitron.™, 
was made in the figure of a Crofs, which figure appears not in u$' 9 ' 
the Alphabet of the Samaritans at this time, and 'tis this which 
has made fome people believe, that S. Jerome never read the 
Hebrew Copy writ in Samaritan Characters, but onely the Greek 
Samaritan Tranflation, and that he fpoke but upon the credit 
of other men: 'tis true that in the Hebrew Samaritan Copies 
which have been brought from the Levant, the Letter Than is 
not writ in manner of a Crofs. Neverthelefs R. Azariat, in R.A Mr . 
the Samaritan Alphabet which he has caufed to be printed in lmi1 5 ,na 
his Book, produces two figures of this Letter Than, one of ' 
which is in form of a Crofs. The ancient Medals or Moneys of 
the Hebrews confirm the fame thing, and moreover Jerom A- 
Itxander, in a Letter which he writ to Father Morin, proves 
it by other ancient Moneys, and adds, that it is probable that 
the Samaritans to write falter have changed the ancient figure 
of the Crofs, unto that of this day. This is by fo much the 
•more probable as that the Samaritan Than as it is at prefent 
may be made with one dam of the Pen, which the ancient one 
could not be made by, which was in form of a S. Andrew's 
Crofs, or a Greek X. 

Many have confirm'd this opinion of S. Jerom touching the 
figure of the ancient Samaritan Than by the palTage of Ezekiel, E«k, 9. 4 . 
which moft of the Interpreters tranflate, {markka Than ufon, 
the forehead of men} but this Thau, according to the Teftimony 
of fome Fathers, was a Crofs, and therefore the ancient Than of 
the Hebrews was of that figure, but the Fathers, who have not. 
underftood the Letter Than of the firft Hebrews, have explained 
it of the Greek Tan, which comes very nigh the fame figure, 
and without doubt was taken from the Phoenician Thau. But 
the words of the Prophet Extkiel cannot be took after this 
manner, who fpoke to the Hebrews not to the Greeks. Befides 
the palTage of this Prophet may be (imply tranflated [and thou 
fliah make a fign} or as it is word for word in the Hebrew Text 
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Uhou (fjah mark* »**rbl There is no mention made of Thau 
unlefs it be that the Hebrew word fignifies this Letter Than 
and fign. The Septuagint have tranflated put a fign without 
mentioning a Than, and it was not otherwife m the ancient 
vutear Tranflation made from the Tranflation of the Septua- 
gint. I know that a learned Proteftant is of a contrary opi- 
nion, and he pretends to reform this place of the Septuagint 
Tranflation by the citation of fome ancient Fathers. But there 
is a great deal of difference betwixt the Text of the Scriptures 
quoted by the Fathers to explain it, and betwixt the pure Text 
of the Scripture. It happens .that fometimes they apply this 
Text to their fenfe, and it would be dangerous to reform the 
Copies upon their quotations if there were no other reafons to 
doe it. S. Jerom exprefly obferves that the Septuagint Aquila and 
;S\mmaekus have tranflated it fign and not Than. There is one- 
ly Theodotion who has tranflated it Than. Aquila neverthelefs 
has put Than in another Tranflation , if the quotation of the 
Greek Scholiaft on the Septuagint is true. However it be, no- 
thing of moment can be concluded from the paflage of Ezekiel 
unlefs we have recourfe to fome other means. The Jewifh 
Doctours, fpeaking in the Talmud of the unction of the hi§h 
Priefts, aflure us that they anointed them on the forehead in 
form of a Greek X, and this Greek X was in the fhape of Saint 
Andrewh Crofs, which is likewife the figure of the ancient Sa- 
maritan or Phoenician Thau. The Jews have likewife thought 
that in this place of Eutyel the Letter Thau was underftood, and 
that by this Letter, as S. Jerome with them has obferv'd, the 
word Torah or Law was meant, which begins in Hebrew with 
the Letter Thau. 
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CHAP. XIV. 

Of the Hehrew Tongue, whether it is the firft Language of 
the world. After what manner Languages have been 
invented. Reconciliations of different opinions on this 
Subjell. 

AFter having fpoke of the firft Hebrew Characters w.6 {hall 
now treat of the Language in which the Text of the Bible 
is writ, whence it draws its original, and whether Adam Ipoke 
this Language. The moft common and approv'd opinion of 
the ancient Fathers, and which is likewife confirmed by many 
Rabbins, is that this Language is called Hebrew from a Hebrew 
word which fignifies from the other fide, that is to fay, from the 
other fide of Euphrates, as if this word onely denoted thofe who 
had pafled this River. The Greek Tranflation of the Septuagint 
favours this interpretation. It is neverthelefs much more pro- 
bable that the Hebrew Language was fo called from Heber, whence 
comes Hibri, after the fame manner as Jfraeli comes from lfrael, 
JJhmaeli from Ijhmael. According to the other opinion we ought 
to have faid Hober or Hoberi. The analogy of Grammar will ne- 
ceflarily have this word Hebrew come from Heber, fo this Lan- 
guage has been preferved in the Family of Heber. This opi- cozri. 
nion is likewife confirmed by the teftimony of fome learned Rab- Jufurl ' 
bins. We ought neverthelefs not to imagine that onely the 
pofterity of Abraham fpoke Hebrew, for the pofterity of Cham, 
who poflefled the Land of Canaan, fpoke the fame Language, 
as it is eafie to prove from the holy Scripttire. In the Pro- 
phecy of Jfaiah the Hebrew Tongue is called the Language of 
Canaan, and the Septuagint tranflate in the Hiftory of Jo- 
(bua thele words [the Kings of Canaan} thus {the Kings of Phoe- 
nicia or Paleftine"] in effect the Canaanites are the fame with the • 
Phoenicians, and the Hebrew Tongue in which the holy Scrip- 
tures are writ is the iame with the Phoenician, as Bocartus has 
very well obferv'd in his Book intituled Phaleg. 

It is much more difficult to know whether this Hebrew or 
Phoenician Tongue is the firft of ail Languages, mens opinions are 
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fuffidently divided upon this point. The Jews pretend that the 
Sew is the firft Tongue of the world and give feyeral rea- 
fons or it. The Syrian! likewife give this prerogative to . the 
rhl\Aec or qvriack Tonsue, and they prove it in that their 
Ton* £ WoSy"? £e the ml Ural of all ^ngues 
but likewife becaufc Abraham was a Chaldean, and likewife that 
K$ X-fc« fpeaks Chaldee or Syriack. On the : other -fid* 
the Arabians affirm that the Arabick was before all other Lan- 
euae.es and moreover the Cophthes, the Ethiopians, the Ar- 
Sans, and Tome other Nations difputeTor their Languages, 
ScvSnfome Europeans. Some Authours, and amongft others 
Grotil have pretended that this firft Language was loft, and 
will have Mo/es to have changed the ancient names, the etymo- 
logy of which is fet down in his Books in Hebrew ones But 
the moft received opinion among the Chriftians is that of the 
Tews, who affirm that Hebrew was Mam's Language, that this 
Tongue being more fimple than the Chaldee or Syriack, the 
Arabick, and others which are Dialefts of the Hebrew, is for 
this rea&n more ancient. To which one may anfwer that the 
fimplicity of a Language is not always a certain proof ot its 
antiquity, and that very often the Dialefts of a Language are 
curtell'd , as it has happened in the different Dialeds of the 
Italian, whofe words are fometimes more abreviated m places 
where they fpeak it ill than in the pure Tufcan. There arc for 
example fome Italians who pronounce Pan and others Pa lnltead 
of Pane, it cannot be faid for all that that Pan and' Pa are more 
ancient than Pane, but that they have been abreviated. One 
may alfo fay that the Syriack way of fpeaking appears more plain 
and natural than that of the Hebrews. The Hebrew of the 
Bible has likewife fome ways of fpeaking not fo plain and 
natural as the Arabick , whence might be proved that the 
Arabick is more ancient than the Hebrew. All thefe proofs 
therefore are onely conjectures from whence nothing of certain- 
ty can be concluded. If we fay then that the names of Adam- 
• Eve and Seth and feveral others are Hebrew, the Arabians and 
Syrians may likewife fay they were taken from their Lan- 
guages. 

We ought not to accufe of novelty the opinion of thbfe who 
pretend that the Language of Adam is loft and that we have no 
knowledge- of it, fince the famequeftion has been treated on at 

large 



Book 1. (99) Chap. XIV. 

large by S. Gregory of Nijfe who decides it againft the common 
opinion of the Jews. 1 He fays that pcrfons learned in the ftudy O"*. n»it. 
of the holy Scripture have affirmed that the Hebrew Tongue is 5""^; 
not fo ancient as many other Languages, but that this Tongue 
ought to be put among the feveral Miracles that were done in 
their favour when they went out of tA&gypt. It is neverthelefs 
much more probable that the Hebrews, being in the Land of 
Gojhen feparated from the ^Egyptians, preferved the Language 
of their Father Abraham call'd Hebrew. The fame Gregory of 
Niffe laughs at thofe who affirm that God was the Authour of 
the Language which Adam and Eve fpoke, which he calls a fol- 
ly and ridiculous vanity of the Jewf. As if God (fays he) had 
been a Grammar Schoolmafter who taught Adam a Language of 
his own invention. God, according to this Father, made the 
.things but not the names, and men gave names to things after 
God had created them. God is not, lays he, the Authour of 
the name of Heaven and Earth but the Authour of Heaven and 
Earth. Then he afcribes to reafonable Nature the invention of 
all Languages, God having given 'to men an underftanding 
whereby to reafon , which they have made ^ ufe of to exprefs 
their thoughts by inventing of words. In this fenfe the.opinion 
of thofe ancient Philofophers ought to be explain'd, who have 
afcrib'd to Nature the invention of Languages, Lucrct 

At varios Lingua fonitat JNatura fubegit 
Mittere, & Militat exprejfit nomina rerum. 

Which ought to be underftood of the reafonable Nature, and 
thence the opinion of Arifiotle may be reconciled with that of 
Epicurus. Nature and Reafon are here the fame thing, but as 
the reafons have not been the fame in thofe. who have inven- 
ted Languages^ we ought not to wonder at this great diverfity 
which we find in different Languages. There is no Nation that 
does not believe but its Laws and cuftoms are drawn from the 
principles of natural light and reafon , and yet neverthelefs 
moft of the Laws and cuftoms are different. 

* 1 ' " Quid in hac mirabile tamoferc eft re 1 ucret 

w ::Sp Genus humanum cut vox & Lingua vigertt 
' / fro vario ferifu varios res voce notartt. 
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After the fame manner may be explained what win the Chra- 
tyliof PUto, where Chratyle pretends that fome God is the Au- 
thour of Languages : He means not by this God any other Di- 
vinky but that o b f Reafon, forafmuchas the P atonifts exprefs 
themfelves often more like Divines than Philosophers, they 
meant no other thing by the Demon or God of Socrates than 

Memory tfNife, whom we before fpoke of, pulhethonhis 
opinion yet further : he pretends that God was not the Authour 
of the confufion of Languages which happened at the building 
of the Tower of Babel, For, explaining m the fame place m 
what fenfe the Scripture afcribes this confufion to God, he fays 
that it is not to be found in the fame Scripture that God has 
taueht any Language to men , nor that men being divided 
into different Languages, that he ordamM what Language 
every one fhould fpeak. But God who would that men mould 
fpeak feveral Languages, permitted every one to explain him- 
lelf after his own manner, according to the ordinary courfe ot 
nature. And he adds moreover that this natural power of Rea- 
foning which is in man comes from' God, and that it is the 
true cauCe of this diverfity of Tongues which is in feveral Na- 
tions. 

t!KICtt _< Patare aliquem turn nomina dwrwuiffc 

Rebus & inde homines didiciffe vocahula prima ' 
Dejipere eft 

The fame Father at the fame time obferves that whileft men 
lived together they fpoke but one Language ^ but God ordai- 
ning that they fhould feparate one from the other, to the end 
they might inhabit the Earth, then this firft Language was 
changed, and although they agreed in the knowledge of things 
they neverthelefs named them federally, whence he infers that 
God is indeed the Authour of this confufion but /not of the 
diverfity of Tongues. This opinion may be confirmed by the 
Texts of Scripture which ufually afcribe all things to God as 
jofcptt. >n if-he was the fole Authour. Jofephus, giving a reafon of this 
p Amiq m anner of writing , fays , that Mofes begun not the Law as 
other Legiflatours, in fpeaking of the juftice which men ought 
to render one to another, but by the Creation of the World, to 
the end that the Greatour thereof might be known, and by 

this 
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tjus means he made the people more docile fo believe what 
he fhould tell them. 

The fame Hiftorian commends the Patriarch Abraham in that Lib. 4 . wt*. 
he, having underftood the Providence of God, made it known 
to others, and that he has related all things. According to this 
ftyle Mofes has very .often had recourfe to Divine Providence, 
and he is no lefs a Theologiftthari an Hiftorian. Thus we ought 
with Gregory of Nijfe to explain the confufion of Tongues, which 
we may attrihute to God Theologically fpeaking, and at the 
fame time to men according to the truth of the Hiftory this 
ftyle is frequent in moft places of the Bible. God fays in Exo- 
dus that he : will harden the heart , of Pharaoh, and neverthelefs 
it is faid in the fame place, that fharaoh hardened his, own heart. 
Let us now fee more particularly after t what manner the firft, 
Tongue was invented, and how by little and little it has fwerv'd. 
from its firft original. 



C H A P. XV. 

The manner how Tongues have leen invented more particu- 
larly explain A Digrejfion concerning Hft original of 
Languages* ,., .' ; - ; .. ; 

DIodorus Sichlhs explains the invention of Languages after Diod. 9i« 
this manner. Men making\their firft attempts of fpeaking ■'*••'»*» 
firft of all pronounced infignificant founds, then after they had WJI ' 
uf 'd themfel,yes a while to thefe founds, they formed articulate 
ones;tp exprels lfer thoughts by. Reafon corrected Nature 
and accommodate^ yvor,o> to the fignification of things. . 

■ i ^ 'SPvarii fenfus animalia cogmt lvctttt 
>* i J v\'Midt)k } iamen cum fint varias emittere vocesv 
jQitanto mortales magis aquum eft tampotuijfe 
' 1 Dijpptilej alia dtque aha res voce notare? 

Thenecklity which men had to fpeak one with another obliged 
them to find out words proportibnably as they found out new 
things. 

Vtilitas exprejfit nomina return. This 16 *** 



BookI. (^x). . C l A ?\™' 

This was the 'reafon of inventing new words aDthe building,, 
of the famous Tower of Babd, and one ought ndt to wonder 
if * there happened fo much confufion, feeing there were fo many 
t5im R s prefented themfelves which had not yet. their names. 
Every one expreft them after his own way, and as nature ordina. 
fily bedns at what is ntoft fim»l»tfnd where there is leaft com- 
pofition, it is not to be doubted but that their firft Language 
was the moft f.mple and had no tompfition at all. All theTe 
Qualities feem to coneurr better in the Hebrew Language than 
?n any other. For the words of this Language have never in 
their original more than three Letters or two Syllables ; and it 
is probable that in the beginning it had more monoryllables 
than ithas at preferit, As for example,^ in the^beginhing it was 
faid had, one, whereas how we fay A had •, the Grammarians, 
who have not ferioudy reflected on the origina of Langua- 
ges pretend that had is an abreviation of A had , whence 
the 'letter A has been taken, but they have not considered that 
the letter A is not fo much a letter as a note of refpiration, and 
that ufually it has been added to words that they might be 
pronounc't with more eafinefs, and fo for this reafon is it 
tall'd litera anhelata. The Arabick has added it in many words 
where it is not in the Hebrew, whence may be drawn a proof 
of the antiquity of this Language, which apparently feems to 
be the mother of the' other 1 oriental Languages. The Rabbins 
have done the fame thing in regard to the Hebrew, Greek and 
other words which they have added after their own fafhion to 
make the Rabbinical Hebrew. They have for example made of 
Schola Efchola, of Stotnachus Efiomacha. The Chaldeans and 
Syrians on the contrary have added this letter A to the end of 
their words, to make them end with more emphafis and gravity. 
And this is Hfeewjfe' a proof that theft* Languages '«re riot To 
ancient as the Hebrew, 1 becauft that -naturc%at i firft fccflreft fls 
fimply as poflibly it can be, unlefs we fey that 'the .Hebrew has 
been abridg'd. Neverthelefs.if we diligently, co^nj^e the He- 
brew with other oriental Languages, we m.aU,find$&t it has all 
the advantages of fimplkity arid anUquity.^QW^t the reft. 
1 do not however believe that moft words were fo compofed in 
the beginning as they ate. at prefent, but that art ha${% liftie 
and little join'd feveral letters for greater £oriv«nlefttty,' las 4t is 
eafie to evince. 

There 
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..There was nothing therefore more fimple than the firft 
Tongue, and Salmatius had realbn to fay that y?i and in 131 '" 1 - "* 
Homer are more ancient than xfw* and J&u*. In the Hebrew ,ItK "' 
Gar is more ancient than Hagar, which we ufe at prefent, and 
from whence the Latin word grex at prefent does come. So 
grego is more ancient than aggrego. This example and many 
others which may be brought, may prove t;hat the letter A has 
been added to moft words, rather to make them to be pro- 
nounced more gravely than really as a letter. The fame thing 
. we may fay of the letter S which ordinarily is nothing 
but a hilling and not a true letter. Heretofore Cab was pro- 
nounc't in the Hebrew, whence is come Cubo, whereas we fay 
now Sacab becaufe the letter S has been added. The Chaldeans 
and Syrians have added this letter to feveral Hebrew words. 
The Latins have likewife added the fame letter to the word 
ye«9» 9 whence they have made Scribo, and the Graecian word 
y&pu comes from the old word haraph, which is much in ufe 
among the Arabians. TheOlttan Language, although more 
ancient than the Latin, makes ufe of thele forts of hillings ^ in- 
ftead of Camenoi heretofore was faid Cafmena* and the Latins 
like the letter R better, wherefore inftead of horns, ados and ar- 
bos they write honor, odor and arbor. The Ofci have borrowed 
thefe hiffing letters from the Greeks and principally from the 
Doricks. 

If all thefe additions of letters were confidered which belong 
not in fome fort to the body of the words •, we might conclude 
that the Hebrew Language is more fimple and ancient than 
any other Languages where thefe letters are. The Chaldee for 
example has added to the Hebrew words an Aleph to the end they 
may pronounce them with more gravity,and thisy%ib is pronoun- 
ced like an A by the Chaldjeans of Babylon, and as an O by the 
Syrians, who are at this day of the Sett of the Jacobites and 
Maronites. From O the words ending in A and O amongft the 
Greeks and Latins are derived, then by adding the hiding let- 
ter the Greeks have form'd abundance of words in w and the 
Latins in m. It is the fame with names ending in as. The La- 
t tins, who care not for the hilling letter have ended moft of 
their words in a and o; the termination is likewile an additi- 
on to the fimplicity of the firft Tongues, and this is apparent- 
ly the reafon why the Hebrew Tongue contains fewer words 

ending 
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ending in on than the Arabic* -where thejj arc very frequent. 

The letters N and ^ derive their originals from i thole per- 
fonT who d ighr to pronounce through the Nofe h although 
the e is no h!ng for example more f.mple m the Hebrew than 
Ihe word which contains but two letters •, the Chaldeans 
nave ^neverthd e f s made thereof Phmn and Phona by adding ; the 
letter ^ which i pronounc't through the Nofe and the emphati- 
cal AU% whence the Greeks have afterwards borrowed wb, 
fo atach as the Greeks have expreft the Chaldean Jleph fome- 
times by an A and fometimes by an E, and the letters A and E 
Smetlmes in this Language changM one for another, which 
has produced different Dialects. 

Thofe who have delighted in the letter *, which is ordinarily 
called litera carina, have added it to the end of words, and 
from thence come thefe terminations ar, er, ir, or, ur. 

One may therefore give reafons of all thefe terminations whe- 
ther they be in at, es, w, us, or in an, en, in, on, un, or -after any 
other manner. The Chaldee has firft added a letter to the He- 
brew, and afterwards the Greeks and Latins have added a letter 
to the Ghaldee. There are neverthelefs certain words among 
the Greeks which might immediately come from the Hebrew, 
without paffing through the Chaldee, but that is rare. In a 
word ; the Hebrew Tongue is more fimple than the Arabick or 
Chaldee, and thefe two laft are more fimple than the Greek and 
Latin : fo that if it be true that Adam fpoke one of thefe 
Tongues without doubt it was Hebrew ; provided we diltin- 
guifh exactly the principal letters which compofed every word 
in the beginning from thofe which have been fince added, we 
may eafily afcend to the firft Tongue. For example, toexprefs 
Fire or Light they faid at firft Vr, then an Aleph was added at 
the beginning of the word to pronounce it more foftly, and 
that made Aur. Others have added the letter N and have 
pronounc't it Nur. The Greeks have put a labial letter at 
the beginning, whence they have made it Pur. If I did not 
fear being too long 1 would expatiate more largely on this 
matter, and fhew by feveral examples after what manner Tongues 
that were very fimple in their original have been by little and 
little augmented. But we ftiall content our felves m touching 
upon what is moft profitable and neceflary. 
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The letters which we have obferved to be addjd, belong 
fometimes to the body of words, principally of luch whofe 
found nature would exprefs to the life. The letter R for ex- 
ample is in words which fignifie to break, and after this man- 
ner the Hebrews ufe Pharao to fignifie to break, from whence 
was derived the old Latin word frago, to which has been added 
the letter « to pronounce it through the Nofe to makefrango, 
although we fay fragmtn fragilis. Heretofore Ta/o was faid 
inftead of Tango, ana the Greeks and Latins have from the He- 
brew word Lapid made Latnpat , the modern Greeks delight 
very much in adding thefe letters which are pronounced through 
the Nofe. One may fay the fame thing of the letter S in words 
which fignifie to hifle , and thus the Hebrews fay farac, the 
Greek* <n/«>>, the Latins fibilo. The hiding letter is eflential 
in all thefe words by reafon of the fignificatioii which cannot 
better be expreft than by this letter. It will be eafie to reduce 
by this way moft of the Greek and Latin words to their ori- 
ginals, by afcending to the Chaldee and from the Chaldee to 
the Hebrew. The Latin word fagm, which fignifies the food 
of the ancients, comes from the Greek word and its firft 
original is the Hebrew monofyllable bag , to which the Chal- 
dseans have added their emphatical Aleph, which has been pro- 
nounc't as O, and to the letter 0 the Greeks have added the 
hilling letter f. .We may obferve that the Hebrew Beth is pro- 
nounc't as u and /, and fo inftead of bag 'tis faid fag, whence 
afterwards fagos and fagtu have been derived. There are a 
great number of other letters which arechang'd one into ano- 
ther, and which are neceflary to be known for the reducing of 
Languages to their firft original. Thus fu in Greek and ttt in 
Latin are the fame thing, and are derived from the Hebrew ta. 
The Doricks write ttt. The Parthian and Perfian words are 
for this very reafon the fame^ which proceeds from certain 
letters foftly pronounc't, which paffing to other people are pro- 
nounc't more harfhly, and then the Characters of thefe words 
are changed to accommodate them to the pronunciation. The 
Arabians have been obliged to multiply the firft Characters of 
the Hebrews to exprefs more perfectly the different changes of 
founds. In fine, I. could give reafons for all the Grecian Dia- 
lects, but that would carry me too far. 
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The Hebrew was not in the beginning after the manner it 
is at prcfent. The words were left compound, and there were 
not all thefe Declenfions of Nouns and Verbs, which are as well 
in the Hebrew as in other Languages : what nature at firft in- 
vented was firaple, but art afterwards joined feveral words to 
make Languages more eafie. For example, in the Hebrew the 
Verbs and pronouns have been joinM together, and by this 
means Perfons have been apply'd to ^Verbs ; , as of pacad ( has 
been made by adding ta, which figmfieth thou h the fame 

things have been done to the other Perfons by adding tent and 
ten, whence has been made pakadtem and p&dtm to denote the 
fecond Perfons Plural, becaufe tern and ten fignifie ye. It is the 
fame with the firft Perfons, this piece of art has paft from the 
Hebrews, Chaldsans and . Arabians to the Greeks and Latins. 
Several barbarous Languages have retained their ancient fimpli- 
city, for they generally expreft the Pronouns feparately from 
the Verb, and we ought not to imagin that at the firft the Gre- 
cians laid typto, but in the beginning they faid typt and y* fepa- 
rately, then by joining them together they made for fhortnefs 
fake tym. In the fecond Perfon tum and m was feparately pro- 
nounc't at firft, then by joining them together for a greater 
conveniency maim was made, as if in French inftead of faying 
tn frappes we faid in one word frappetu , one might then call 
this Termination of Verbs a Perfon, but Nature invented none 
of thefe forts of inflections which, ought all to be afcrib'd to 
Art. The Greek words ending in m>, furniflieth us with ano- 
ther example of this Art, for mi fignified heretofore *«, 
and for mi did has been faid didomi, I give, or rather I give me. 
For the Pronoun of the firft Perfon feems to be repeated twice 
ia thefe forts of Verbs. 

Befides thefe changes, which are very ancient and before the 
rife of the Greek and Latin Tongues, the Grammarians in- 
troduce others more new in the way of writing of Hebrew, 
and they cut off feveral Letters to render the pronunciation 
more eafie. For example, the Prepofition mm being followed 
by a Vowel is not writ with all its letters, in is cut off for to 
join it with what follows, and this has been the caufe of a great 
many Verbs which have been called defective by reafon of 
fome letters which have been taken away. For example, in- 
ftead of writing nntten wc write at prefent timn % as it is pro- 
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nounc't. The Chakteans have better preferv'd their ancient 
way of writing, and the Arabians likewife write not always as 
they pronounce. 

This change which the Jews have introduc't into the Hebrew 
Text of the Bible, fometimes creates much confufion, becaufe 
it is hard after thefe changes to reduce the words to their firft 
roots, and to know what letters have been fuppreft. It is ne- 
ceflary therefore to have recourfe to the rules we have fet 
down in the finding out the rife of Languages. But it is time 
to finifti this Digreflion , which we thought convenient to be 
made, that the nature of the Hebrew Tongue, in which the holy 
Scriptures have been writ, might the better be underftood, let 
us betake our felves therefore to our matter. 



CHAP. XVI. 

The ft ate of the Hebrew Text from the return out of Capti- 
vity to our Saviour. Of the Sett of the Sadducees. The 
Sadducees have received all the Bible. The Hebrew 
Copy of the Septuagiftt. 

WE have hitherto explain'd the feveral changes which have 
happened to the holy Scriptures from Mofes to the re- 
turn of the Jews from Captivity. Let us now fee how they 
were during all the time of the fecond Temple to our Saviour. 
The Hebrew Tongue not being in ufe among the Jeros % it was 
impoiTible that the Tranfcribers mould write the Hebrew Co- 
pies with the fame exactnefs they would have done, had the 
Hebrew been ftill their mother Tongue. Moreover the Chal- 
dee Tongue, which they then fpoke, coming very nigh the He- 
brew, gave the Tranflatours oftentimes occafion of putting one 
letter for another. I believe we ought chiefly to blame that 
time for good part of the confufion which we at prefent find in 
the Hebrew Text, which is very hard to be explain*d unlefswe 
have a perfect knowledge of all thefe changes. This is like- 
wife the reafon why the Septuagint differs from the new Trans- 
lations of the Bible. The Hebrew Copies which the ancient 
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Interpreters made ufe of agree not always with thofe of this 
time, becaufe the Je jw, as we (hall hereafter find, applying them- 
felves to the ftudy of Criticifme, have reformed the Hebrew 
Text. To which we may add that the Doctours, who explained 
the holy Scriptures to the people, did not give themfelves 
very much to render their Copies correct, guiding themfelves 
rather by the Tradition of their Fathers than the Text of the 
Bible. 

The Allegories part very freely among the Jews at their return 
from Babylon, and the Dortours took pleafure in inventing new 
fenfes of the Scripture, to render themfelves of more efteem by 
their fubtilties : which in fcquel of time caufed Divifions or 
Schifmcs, and at length a Seel: arofe which took the name of 
Saddacees, which oppof 'd all new explanations, and call afide all 
which was called Tradition. But as it ordinarily happens with 
novelties, the Saddncecs pufti't their principle too far, and ma- 
king profeflion of following nothing but the pure Text of Scrip- 
ture, they deny'd the exiftence of fpirrtual things, which per- 
haps they believed was founded onely upon the Authority or the 
Dottours fince the return from Captivity. 

'Tis true the Jews have borrowed from the Chald«ans a 
great many allegorical Fictions, but they ought not for all that 
abfolutely to have condemned all Traditions as they did. This 
Sect neverthelefs kept the whole body of the Scripture, accor- 
ding to the Teftimony of Jofephtts, who allures us that the Sad- 
dmees receiv'd Wc-m t» y>y?<tn{dt}& y aU the Scripture, and that they 
rejected onely the Traditions. They therefore are deceived 
who believe that the Saddttcees preferve onely the five Books 
of Mofis in imitation of the Samaritans. There is a great deal 
of difference between one and the other, for when the Samari- 
tans feparated themfelves from the body of the Republick, 
there were onely then the Books of the Law in ufe among the 
Hebrews, whereas in the time that the Sadducees fprung up the 
collection of the canonical Scriptures was received by all the 
Jem without any contradiction. The onely thing then in dis- 
pute was the Traditions and Explanations of the Doctours, and 
the party of thefe Doctours being the ftrongeft among the Je m, 
was the caufe that they troubled not themfelves very much in 
having correct Copies, they applied themfelves then onely to 
the nice explanations of the Text , and we fee in the New 
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Teftament that our Saviour blames thef Pharifees for ha- 
ving corrupted the true fenfe of the Scripture with their fub- 
tilties. 

We ought not therefore to wonder that the Hebrew Copies 
of the Scriptures have received many alterations made by Doc- 
tours w,ho chiefly applied themfelves to vain fubtilties. The 
I>harifees i who fucceeded thefe firft allegorical Doctours, en- 
creafed much more thefe forts of niceties, that they might 
more vigoroufly oppofe the Saddttcees. Our Saviour for all that 
has never reproach't them with corrupting the Text of the 
Bible, becaufe that could not be called corruption which pro- 
ceeded from their negligence. We might argue about thofe 
times as to what relates to the Hebrew Text, as we' do about 
the latter ages in what relates to the Latin, commonly called 
the vulgar Tranflation. It is certain that, during the time 
wherein the ftudy of Languages and Criticiime has been neg- 
lected, the vulgar Tranflation has been filFd with niany faults, 
for this reafon the Fathers of the Council of Trent order'd it 
Ihould be corrected. Lindanus^ examining the faults that were i\s\im. 
in the Latin P/aher, reproacheth the Church Canons with their J r jf',2 
ignorance, and that they heeded onely the finging part without 
troubling themfelves with examining whether their Copies were 
correct or not. 

The ancient Jewifh Doctours relate many fuperftitious Sci- 
ences of the Chaldees, and amongft others the Vifions of the 
Cabbal. They took pleafure in making Hiftories or rather Tales 
concerning the Angels, whofe names and functions they exactly 
fet down. Thefe ridiculous fubtilties are far from the ftudy 
of Criticifme, which was necefTary for the preserving the Bible 
in its purity. The Tranfcribers, who underftood not the He- 
brew Tongue, writ many words according to their Chaktean 
Orthography, fome examples of which remain in the Text at pre- 
fent, although the Jews have reformed their Copies , we find 
many more examples in the old manufcripts of the Bible, where 
the laft reformation of the Majforct or Jewijb Criticks has not 
been exactly followed. And if we had more ancient Hebrew 
Copies this confufion would appear yet greater. We find fe- 
veral words cloth'd after the Chaldean Dialect, which could 
not be lb writ by the Authours of the Books where they are 
found. For example, in the 2 ift of Exjtkiel, Salhevet, a Chaldee 
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word is read inftead of Jahevet, which is the fame word in 

HC Inthe Prophet Jfaiah, who is a polite Writer, we fa&Mauz.- 
„i„ in Chaldee inftead of Mauzin which IS the true Hebrew 
word ; as the letter Nun is ufual amongft the Chaldaeaiis 
the Tewifli Tranfcribers of thofe times have put it into.the He- 
brew words of the Text. Wherefore we vet reade in the Co- 
pies at this day Zarconin, Mdacln, MWn, for Zerom Melacm, 
Millm. There are many other examples of m\$ changes 
whence may plainly be proved that the Tranfcribers have here- 
tofore made many faults in writing the Hebrew Text occafio- 
ned by the Chaldaan Tongue which was then in ufe. 

I ftiall fay nothing here of feveral other changes, as of Aleph 
into Ain, Beth into Phe, Coph into Caph, and Schin into Samech. 
The Tranfcribers have otten confounded thefe letters, and 
therefore' we ought not fo much to confider how thefe words 
are at; prefent writ as the connection of the fenfe. The Verb 
ttafdh for example, whether it be writ with an Aleph or an ffe 9 
with a Samech or a Schin^ often fignifies the fame thing. The 
fignifications of the Verb Kara writ with an He and with an 
Aleph are very often confounded, wherefore an Interpreter of 
the holy Scripture, ought to be carefull and not fo much toob- 
ferve how the words are writ, as the fenfe which he mail judge 
to be the belt. This confufion which is not onely in the an- 
cient Vowels of the Text, but even in the Confonants, was 
much greater before the reformation of the Majforet, which we 
mall treat of hereafter. Kova with a Coph and Cow writ with 
a Caph are the fame. Song with a Samech and Scoug with a Schin 
iignifie alfo alike. This difference of Orthography proceeds ufu- 
ally from Tranfcribers, and the Hebrew Tongue cannot be faid 
to have preserved its ancient purity. All thefe different chan- 
ges of letters ought to make us confider it as a Language com- 
pofed at prefent of feveral Dialects. 

To be clearly convinc't of the changes which have happened 
to the holy Scriptures we need but caft our eyes upon the an- 
cient Greek Septuagint Tranflation. There are in thisTranf- 
lation clear examples of feveral readings of their Hebrew Co- 
pies. I fpeak not here of the variety which proceeds from the 
different ways of tranflating, which I mail treat of in the Se- 
cond Book, but onely of that which cannot; be afcribed but to 
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the variety of Hebrew Copies, as feveral CrlticKs have collec- 
ted the bell part of thefe various readings ; We mall dwell no 
longer hereupon, it is fufficient onely to reade the Commenta- 
ries of S. Jcrom upon the Prophets, and fome of his EpiftJes, 
where he very often produces the various readings. One ma/ 
obferve neverthelefs that he does not juftice to the Greek In- 
terpreters, when he accufes them of having read the Hebrew 
Text otherwife then they ought, as if the Copies of his time 
had been the original Hebrew by which all other Copies ought 
to be regulated. He fometimes indeed is fatisfied with faying 
[If ye reade with fuch a letter you tnufl tranflate thus, but if you 
reade with another tetter you mufi tranflate otherwife} he was tnen 
perfwaded of the uncertainty of the Hebrew Text, in making 
reflection upon the Tranflation of the Septuagint, but when he 
would reform them by his Copy, which he calls Hebraica Ve- 
ritas, he conforms himfelf wholly to the Copies of his own time, 
which ought not to prefcribe us any rule, we ought then to 
exam in all the various readings and ftick to the bell. S. Jerom, Jer. cm. in 
who often obferves thefe forts of varieties, is not fo much per- wf - l? * * 
fwaded of what he read in his own Copy but that fometimes 
he doubts whether it be the true reading. If we read, fays he, 
the Hebrew word Naamanim with an Ain we muft tranflate it 
fair, but if we reade it with an Aleph we muft tranflate it faith- 
fuH. He follows this laft reading with the Septuagint, and at 
the fame time obferves that Aquila Symmachut and Theodotion have 
read it with an Ain as we reade it in the Copies at this day.. 
He neverthelefs prefers the Septuagint before all others. 

The fame S. Jcrom, in his Commentary upon the Book oiWife- 
dom, teftifies that the word which he tranflates Raven with the Sep- 
tuagint was otherwife in the Hebrew Copy of his time, but that ac- 
cording to the varieties of reading one may tranflate it Drinefs, 
a Knife, or a Raven. Bocbartus affirms that he underftands not Boch. dt/ac. 
this obfervation of S. Jcrom, fince there is a great deal of dif-"""** 
ference betwixt Oreb writ with an Ain and an Holem which figni* 
fies Raven, and betwixt Hereb with an Heth which fignifies dri» 
nefs or Hereb with the lame Heth which fignifies Knife. 

To anfwer thisdifficulty it will fuffice to obferve that Saint 
Jerom has not always been fo carefull in following of his He* 
brew Copy but that he has fometimes followed other redding*, 
which weic grounded utfon (fact ancient Ttanflations or upon 
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the nature of the Hebrew Tongue, He look* upon the Hebrew; 
Text as a writing very inconftant* and he took the liberty of 
•chaneing one letter for another when he thought the fenfe 
intent be made better. He ty'd up himfelf to no certain rule 
in his Tranilation, ar d is not always conftant in his obfervations. 
For example, on the word DebUta in the 6th Chapter of Ezskiel, 
he fays you may readc Rehlata or Deblatabecaufe in the Hebrew 
the letters Refl) and Daleth hardly differ one from the other. 
On the contrary, in the 20th Chapter of the fame Prophet he 
takes up the Septuagint and accules them for having confoun- 
ded very improperly thefe two fame letters becaufe they re- 
femblc one another. S. Jerom then fometimes condemns the 
Septuagint by the Copies and fometimes he prefers their Copies 
before his own. But we have not time to enlarge any further 
upon the method which S. Jerom has obferv'd in his Tranila- 
tion. What I have related has onely been to mew that the He* 
brew Copies which the Septuagint made ufe of were different 
from his in many places. Moreover when he forfakes the rea- 
ding of his Copies to follow that of the Septuagint or any 
others he affirms there is nothing certain or conftant in the 
reading the Hebrew Text. His way of tranflating, which 
has fo little uniformity, is an evident fign that he had no 
certain rules, and that he rather had recourfe to the fenfe 
than to what was writ. This variety of Copies can be onely 
attributed to the Tranfcribers chiefly before the Septuagint 
Tranilation where the ftudy of Critisiime was wholly neglected. 
The Jews who lived long after them may have corrected thefe 
ancient Copies, but one has ftill the liberty of examining their 
corrections. The Hebrew Copy which the Septuagint made 
ufe of, ought not to be our rule, fince at that time the Hebrew 
Text was much altered. We /hall not therefore always correct 
the Text at prefent by the Copy of the Septuagint, becaufe 
they have had no more than we the true Original, and their 
Copy of the Hebrew Text had likewife its failures as well as 
ours, and perhaps it was more defective in many places, be- 
caufe of the realons we have already alledged. The Jewi/h 
Tranfcribers after their return from Captivity made many faults 
in writing out theiacred Copies, and as the Dortours then bu^ 
fied themfelves onely in . giving fubtie Glofles on the Text^ 
they i took little cafie in examining: wither* the Copies* were 

correct. 
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correct. Which has given occafion afterwards of eftablifhing 
certain rules concerning letters which are put one for another, 
but moft of thefe rules have no other foundation than old errours 
of Tranfcribers. We cannot for all that but acknowledge that 
theretire in the Hebrew Tongue, as well as in others, fome words 
alike, but that fignifies not much feeing the Jews fpeak no more 
the Hebrew Tongue, the orthography has been changed, and-the 
fame word has been writ feveral ways, and as there was no Origi- 
nal to which one might have recourfe as to a rule for the various 
readings, rules have been made to juftifie the liberty of putting 
one letter for another which was in the Hebrew Text. We lhali 
examin hereafter the original of thefe various readings, when we 
fhall fpeak of the ancient Manufcripts of the Text of the Bible, 
and of the Majforet or criticifme of the Jews. 
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The ft ate of the Hebrew Text at the' time of our Saviour, 
and at the helming of Chriftianity. Of Philo and Jo- 
fephus. This /aft is not very exalt. Chriftianity has 
made the Jews more carefuU. Their Innovations. 

TH E Jem at the time of our Saviour apply'd themfelves al- 
moft to nothing but their Traditions, Allegories and Para- 
bles. The literal fenfe of the Scripture was wholly neglected, 
and by confluence there was little care taken .in getting correct 
Copies. The Pharifees, who were then the moft confiderable of all 
the Jewifh Doctours, confulted not upon the difficulties which 
were in the Law,the Text of Scripture,but the Traditions of their 
Fathers : all was decided according to prejudice, and we find that 
our Saviour in the New Teftament reproaches the Scribes and 
Pharifees in having rather followed the Traditions of their Fa- 
thers than the Law of Mofes. 'Tis true that the Sect of the Sad- 
dHcecs, who rejected all Traditions, was likewife then very confi- 
derable, but they were more taken up in civil Affairs than in what 
related to Religion. And moreover this Sect lafted not long 

Q. after 
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after our Saviour. We are beholding to the Pbarifees for the 
Copies of the Bible which we have at prefent ^ and the Jews a t 
this day. are the Succeflburs of thefe ancient Pharifees y whofe 
Doctrine has prevailed over all the other Sects. Moreover al- 
though our Saviour reproved the Pbarifees for preferring-Tradi- 
tions before the word of God, he has not wholly rejected them, 
on the contrary he has follow'd their method in the explanation 
of the Scripture, and has onely blamed the ufe of ill-grounded 
Traditions. 

S. Fault who had been of the Sect of the Pbarifees, has likewife 
interpreted Scripture according to the prejudices of Tradition 
and the Church in the beginning feem'd even to prefer this man- 
ner of explaining the Bible, before that of fome new Gramma- 
rians who onely regard the words ^ fo likewife we do not find 
that our Saviour or the Apoftles troubled themfelves with quo- 
ting the paflages of Scripture word for word j they have had 
J m7T more regard to the fenfe than to the letter of the Text. S.Jerom 
» . 5, obferves in his Commentaries upon the Prophet Micah, that fome 
Writers of his time pretended that moft of the paflages of the 
Old Teftament which are quoted in the New, were not exactly 
- cited, but that the words or order were changed, and fometimes 
even the fenfe, becaufe the Apoftles or Eyangelifts trufted to their 
memory. It is more to the purpofe to fay that our Saviour and 
the Apoftles quoted the paflages of the Old Teftament according 
to the methoclof the Pbarifees, who related not the words of the 
Text when they quoted it, being perfvWded that Religion depen- 
ded more on the authority of Tradition than from the bare words 
of Scripture, which were fubject to various interpretations If 
we carefully examin the manner of the Apoftles arguing in the 
New Teftament, we fhall be fufffciently convine'd that thev had 
regard in their citations to the fenfe onely and not to the rigour' 
of Grammar, which fometimes is far ftom the .true meaning. 
They accommodated the Teftimonies they fetch'd from the Old 
Teftament to the explanations received and authorifed by Tra- 
dition, and their proofs are fometimes onely allufions and alle- 
gories, which we cannot blame them for, fince they follow'd the 
method approv'd by the chief Doctours of that time. 

We can however prove by the Books of Pbih and Jofephm. that 
Allegories were much in efteem among the Jem in the time of 
our Saviour, and that they heeded not much the literal fenfe of the 
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Scripture or having exact Copies. Philo fo much doted on Al- 
legories that he fometimes neglects the truth of the Hiftory. 
I know that Philo may be faid to be a Hellenift and Platonic^ Jew, 
and that being ignorant of the Hebrew Tongue he has had re- 
courfe to Allegories, but 'tis not the fame with other Jews, chief- 
ly thofe of Jerttfalem, who taught in their Schools the Law of 
Mofet, . as it was writ in the Original . Jofephus, who was a man 
very learned in the Hebrew, applied himfelf to the literal fenfe 
of the Scripture, and he has given us a good Hiftory which he 
has took from the Text of the Bible. 

But this fame Hiftory of Jofeyhiu is an evident proof that he 
efteemM much more the allegorical than the literal explanation, 
^as may be feen in the beginning of his Work, where he care- 
fully enquires why Mofes in exprefling the firft day of the Crea- 
tion, made ufe of the word a day, and not of the firft; he fays 
that he could give reafons and that he would do it in a Volume 
to that purpofe, where he will explain alf the difficulties of the 
holy Scripture: but if he had followed the literal fenfe, he had 
had no need of any other explanation but Amply of laying that the 
word which in Hebrew lignifies one fignifies likewife fit ft . The 
fame way of fpeaking is found in the Chaldsean or Syrian Lan- 
guage which was then fpoke in Jerufalem. Yhis Book which Jo- 
Jephm fpeaks of could contain nothing but allegories and fubtil- 
ties, which were then generally approv'd of by all the Jews. 

Many have believed that Jo/ephns under&ood not well the He- 
brew, and they prove it rjpm his Books, where he feems not to 
be exact in the Etymologies which he gives of certain Hebrew 
Names i but they ought to confider there, is difference betwixt 
the ftudies of our times and thofe which were in the times of Jo- 
fetbus : we regulate at prefent thefe Etymologies or explanations 
of words according to the exactnefs of Grammar, whereas Jo- 
fefhtts heeded not fo much tap the words were writ as how they 
founded*, and moreover he hUoften upon this Subjed confulted 
the Syriack Language, which was then in ufe, and which comes 
very nigh the Hebrew. To which may be added that he likewife 
fometimes read the fame names in Greek, without conncfering 
how they were writ in the original Hebrew. Wherefore a lear- voffim. 
ned Proteftant of our times troubles himfelf to no purpofe to 
juftifie the etymologies of fome Hebrew words which Jofephus 
has in his Hiftory. We ought onely to fuppofe that Jofephus 
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minded not fo much the niceties of Grammar as we do at this 
prefent : this is fo certain that even S, Jerom, who lived long af- 
ter him, and who without doubt underftood perfectly well the 
Hebrew Tongue, has likewife neglected them when he was to 
give any Etymologies. We ought not therefore to judge of Jo- 
Jephtis his underftanding in the Hebrew Tongue by thefe kind of 
Etymologies, elfe we may prove by the fame reafons that S.Jerom 
hardly underftood Hebrew. But what is more truly faid of Jo- 
fephus is'that he is not exact. He promifes to tranflate and to 
render fimply the fenfe of the Scripture without adding or dimimV 
Ihing any thing,nevert'helefs he deviates from it very often,he adds 
glofles, he leaves out what he pleafes, and adjufts the Text ac- 
cording to his fancy, or rather fome Traditions of his time. In 
a word, he prefers his opinion and prejudice before the word of 
, God, whence one may eafily conclude they were not fo faithful! 
at that time as to the holy Scriptures, as we are at prefent, fince 
Joftphns^ who was a man of great quality among the Jews, and 
who had a folid Judgment, has been fo little exact in a Hiftory 
where the Ample narration of tranfactions, after the manner they 
were in their originals, was onely to be regarded. In the firft 
Chapter of his Hiftory he fays that God took away the ufe of 
fpeech from the Serpent, and made his Tongue become vene- 
mous, that he condemned him to have no feet, that God com- • 
manded Adam to tread upon the head of this Serpent, becaufe 
from the head of this Animal proceeds all the evii of mankind : 
From hence we may fee he has followed his own opinion and not 
the Text of Scripture.' If we had the Commentaries upon the 
difficulties of the Bible which hepromifed, we mould find plea- 
fcnt explanations and delightful! fictions of the Jews of thofe 
times. I fhall fpend no more time in relating many examples of 
his glofles, becaufe his Hiftory is publick to the world, and by 
comparing it with the Text of Scijin|ure, one may find thatthis . 
Authourhas took a great deal otTroertyi 

'Tis true that the Books of the Bible are onely abreviated 
Collections from ancient Records which were more large •, but 
particular perfons are not for all that permitted to add upon their 
own authority, or change never fo little. If a man fo judicious and 
clear-lighted as Jofephiu was, has falleninto fo great errours,and 
has had fo little refpectfor the holy Text r we ought neceflarity 
to conclude that the Jem of that time were lefs exact and faith- 
ful! 
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ftll in relation to the Books of the Bible, and that their greateft 
care was to ftand to the traditions and glofles of their Fathers. In 
effect this great exactnefs which they have fince had for the pre- 
ferving the Text of the Scripture, has been occafioned by the 
Chriftians, with whom they have had. great difputes concerning 
Religion. For then the Jews that they might be more enabled 
to deftroy Chriftianity began to ftudy with greater care the Text 
of the Bible. They examin'd the proofs Which the Chriftians 
made ufe of againft them, and they fet up the Hebrew Copy 
againft them as the original to which we ought to refort for the 
deciding of queftions that were in debate. 

Thefe long and frequent difputes occafioned the Jews to fearch, 
with more diligence than before they had done, into the truth 
of the Septuagint Tranflation which the Chriftians made ufe of, 
and who would acknowledge no other Scripture but this Greek 
Tranflation. This Septuagiht Tranflation had for fome Ages 
been read in moft of their Synagogues. The Jews made it equal : 
aimoft to the original Hebrew, and afcrib'd it to Prophets in- 
fpir'd by God, and not to fimple Interpreters. But as they faw < 
tile Chriftians rely'd -wholly on this Tranflation, they cry'd it 
down, and what is very ftrange, the Jews* who had admired the 
Septuagint Tranflation as a Divine Work, look't upon it after- 
wards as an horrid piece and accurfed by God. They feigned • 
that the earth was covered with darknefs for three days, becaufe; 
the Law had been tranflated into Greek, and they order'd a Faft 
once every year upon this occafion. They forbad the Law from 
being writ for the future in any other than the Hebrew Jewilh Cha- 
racters,and communicating the HebrewText to the Chriftians,nay 
even to teach them the Hebrew Tongue. All thefe Conftitutions jofcp. 
which are related in the Talmud were made in hatred to the Chri- f r «t- 
ftians. Jofephus underftood not thefe Maximes, fince one princk 
pal reafon of his publiming Ms Hiftory was, as hehimfelf tefti- 
fies, - the example of his Anceftours, from whom he had learnt 
not to conceal things that were good. Philo likewife fpeaks of 
the Septuagint Tranflation as of a Tranflation infpired by God, 
and affirms that, for the thanking of God for fo great a mercy, , 
there was once every year a Feaft celebrated at Alexandria^ in the 
place where it had J>een made. 
- So fudden a change of the Jews, and chiefly of thofe which, were t 
not Htllemfts, could be afcrib'd to nothing but to the hatred : 

they 
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they bore to the Chriftians^ neverthelefi the Jews which were 
called Hellenifis left not off ufing the Septuagint, which makes 
me believe that they were onely the other Jews thatoppofed them- 
felves fo ftifly agaiiift the GreekTranflation. Jofefhtts neverthelefs, 
who was one of the Jem who read the Bible in Hebrew,has no lefs 
veneration for the Septuagint .Tranflation than Philo who was 
an Hellenifi Jew. I believe that in our Saviours time there were 
in Jerufalem fome ' Synagogues of Hellewftjews, and amongft 
others that of the :Je ws of Alexandria, which the New Teftav 
ment makes mention of, where it was permitted them to 
reade the Law in Greek, and thus the great averfion of the 
Jews to the Septuagint Tranflation began not till they had had 
feveral difputes with the Chriftians, and it was at that time espe- 
cially that the Jews apply M themfelves to the literal fenfe of the 
Scripture, and the rendring the Hebrew Copies as correct as they 
could. On the other fide the Chriftians,who acknowledge no other 
Scripture than the Septuagint Tranflation, laid afide the Hebrew 
Text of the Jews, and accuf M them of having corrupted the 
Bible, feeing that the Hebrew agreed not altogether with the 
Septuagint. As we ought to do. juftice to the whole world, it is fit 
we fliould examin whether the accufations which the Fathers have 
charged the Jews with are well-grounded, and whether fome lear- 
ned men who reproach them at this day with the fame crime have 
reafon for fo doing. 



CHAP. XVIII. 

The Syftem of Father Mbrin and Voffms concerning the cor- 
ruption of the Hebrew Text by,' the Jews. Explanation 

of the Opinion of the Fathers upon this pointi 

t- 

THere have ahvays been learned men in the Church who have 
accuf 'd the J-ews of wilfully corrupting the Text of the 
Scripture, to the end they might oppofe Chrjltianity more vigQ* ■ 
roofly, but as this accufation confifts in matter of faft, it is necef- 
fary we Jhould examih the proofrthef e are tofupport this opinion. : 

Father 
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' Father Morln, who produces the Teftimony of the Fathers f. Mar. J* 
and many other Authours who are of this opinion, dares not ™ u B,b ' 
declare himfelf to be of their mind, whicli certainly makes much 
for the Jews, forafmuch as Father Morin has done all he poffibly 
could to diminifh the Authority of the Hebrew Text, and tofet 
up the -Septuagint and vulgar Tranilations. Voffm has not re- voir, 
fpected' them fo much in the Book he has writ to authorife the 
Septuagint, and at the fame time to leflen the Authority of the 
Hebrew Jewilh Copy . He is not contented to fay that the Septua- 
gint Tranflation is Divine and done by Prophets infpir'd by God, 
but fays what poffibly he can to cry down the prefent Hebrew 
Text. He pretends the Jews have malicioufly corrupted their 
Copies, as well in the Chronology as in the Prophecies, and that, 
no body fhould doubt of what he aflerts, he observes the time of 
this corruption, which he fays happened a little after the dcftruc- 
tion of Jerufalem. He' fays that the Jews and Samaritans percei- 
ving that the time in which their Mefftat was to come was already 
paft, they abridged their Chronicle •, and he further adds that they 
falfify'd the Prophefies, which he proves by the authority of the 
Fathers, and chiefly by the teftimony of Juftin Martyr. But I 
can affirm , having read the Fathers themfelves with atten- 
tion^ that raoft who have quoted them have not underftood them, 
As to what regards the Chronology, I /hall fpeak to that more at 
large in the Second Book, where I mall treat of the Chronology 
of the Septuagint, where we may fee that Voffms has aflerted a 
ftrange Paradox againft the Jews, without grounding it upon any 
proofs. 

The continual difputes which the primitive Chriftians were 
oblig'd to hold with the Jews concerning Religion, gave the an- 
cient Fathers occafion of accufing them not onely of changing 
the true fenfe of the Bible, but of having fallify'd the holy Scrip- 
tures. As the Church in the beginning received no other Scripture 
but the Greek Septuagint Tranflation, it wasalmoft natural for 
the firfl: Fathers to accufe the Jews of having falfify'd the Scrip- 
tures, when they, alledg'd one aft, and the other denies what they 
cited out of the Scripjture to be true \ or when they were told that 
it was otherwife in the Original. This prejudice of the Fathers 
proceeded from their not acknowledging any other Scripture 
but the Greek Septuagint Tranflation, and from their not ha- 
ving throughly examin'd the matter. Wherefore when they af- 
firm . 
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firm that the. Jens have falfify'd the Scriptures, they mean as 
to the Greek Septuagint Tranflation, which the Fathers look'd 
-upon as the onely riilcof their Difputes : and the Jews, refuPd 
to receive it, and fet up other Greek Tranflations latelier made 
from the Hebrew. >• After this manner we ought to explain the 
words of Juftin Martyr , in his Dialogue againft Tryphwths Jew. 
Juftin tells Tryphon that the Jews had no reafon to deny Uhat the 
Prophet Ifaiah has foretold that A Virgin {hould bring -forth a 
Child, and that infteadof mtfiv®, which fignifies a Virgin, they 
have put , which alters the fenfe of the Prophecy j it 
cannot be prov'd from thence that the Jews have corrupted the 
Scripture Text, but that they have tranflated a Hebrew , word 
otherwife than the Septuagint. It is ordinary for perfojis in 
'difputing to tranflate according to the fenfe they think moft fa- 
vours their opinion, the Text neverthelefs remains the fame, and 
the change is onely in the Tranflation. • 

We may moreover' remark that the Fathers not underftanding 
the Hebrew Text it felf, call'd Hebrew, fome new Greek' Tranf- 
lations made from the Hebrew. Juftin read the Tranflation of 
Aquil*, which the Jews efteem'd, becaufofc was word for word 
from the Hebrew, and when he faw this new Tranflation agreed 
not with the Septuagint, he accuf M the Jews of falfifving the 
Scripture, that is to fay, of following a bad Interpretation, and 
not of corrupting the Text, which was not then the queftion. 
It is neceftarv then to examin the reafons which the Fathers al- 
ledge againft the Jews when they.accufe them of fallifying the 
Scriptures, and then we (hall find that either they have not been 
well explain'd, or that they have not been rightly underftood. 
Leon caft. Leon Caftro, a Spanifli Do&our, has collected in a Book, which 
he hascompofd to juftifie the Septuagint and vulgar Tranflati- 
ons. moft of the Fathers Arguments, who accufe the Jews of fal- 
lifying the Scripture : but he may be anfwered that the opinion 
of the Fathers is of no authority in a matter which they were 
ignorant of. In effecl: Juftin could not refolve this difficulty not 
underftanding the Hebrew Tongue •, and in accufing the Jews of 
having falfify'd the Scriptures, it is not fufficient to fay that 
there are many things in the Septuagint which are not in the 
Tranflation of Jquila , and confequeritly not in the Hebrew. 
Moft of the Fathers acknowledge that the Septuagint have put 
into their Tranflation many things which were not in the Or i- 
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ginal, and that they are very often Paraphrafers rather than 
Tranflatours : wherefore according to the Principle of the Fa- 
thers, who pretend that thefe additions have been infpir'd by 
God, we may eafily defend the Septuagint without accufing the 
Jews of having left out any thing of the Scripture Text : to 
which we may add that Juftin in that fame Dialogue ftrctches a 
little too far the authority of the holy Scripture which he brings 
againft the Jews. He is not fatisfied with accufing them of ha- 
. ving falfify'd the holy Scripture, becaufe they cite it otherwife 
than it is in the Septuagint Tranflation ; but he fometimes quotes 
paflages not as they^are in the Septuagint, whether it is that he 
trufts too much to his memory, or that in quoting of them he 
heeds onely the fenfe which thing we ought to take notice of in 
the Fathers quotations out of the Scripture, for they are not al- 
ways exact. 

Moreover the Fathers might with reafon accufe the Jews for 
refuting a Tranflation made by their ancient Doclours - 7 and 
which had been publickly read in their Synagogues, at leaft by 
the Hellenift Jews : they reforted to the new Greek Tranflations 
made from the Hebrew, onely for the better defending themfelves 
from the Chriftians and thofe who underftood the Hebrew 
Tongue confulted the Originals. We cannot however condemn 
them as falfifiers, fince they have done nothing but what Difpu- 
tants ordinarily doe and it is well known that upon thefe occa- 
fions every one reforts to the afts which favour moft his party ; 
for example, we will not fay that the Proteftants have corrupted 
the Scripture, becaufe they have laid afide the vulgar Tranflation, 
and abide onely by the Hebrew. If we will do the Jews juftice 
we muft fay that finding themfelves prefs'd by the authority of 
the Septuagint, they have laid afide that Tranflation and took 
the Original for their rule, which till then they had not obferv'd 
with fo much exattnefs, becaufe there was no neceffity for their 
fo doing. 

As for what Voffuts adds- to defend his opinion that Juftin 
would have been laugh't at if he had urg'd any thing that was 
not true againft Tryphon, no neceflary confequence follows, for 
in reading the Dialogue of Juftin againft Tryfhon we may 
plainly fee that he has urg'd many things againft the Jews which 
we can onely afcribe to the great zeal he had for the defence of 
the Chriftian Religion, he not being very exact in his quotations 
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of the Scripture: the Jexos of that time were fo far from cor- 
rupting the Text of the Bible, that, the imputation feemingto 
be fo great and incredible , Tryphon could not fuffer Juftin to 
reproach the Jews with it. If we reflect upon the Objections 
of Juftin and fome other Fathers , we mail find that they are 
grounded upon this Principle , that the Septuagint Tranfla- 
tion onely is authentick and Divine, and that what is not con- 
formable to it, has been corrupted. But as this Principle is not 
true, we ought to conclude that the confequences the Fathers 
have drawn from thence are likewife falfe. 
iKn./.4. After Juftin the authority of S. Irenms isalledg'd, whoaf- 
Mt ' * 5, firms that the Jexos made a new Law contrary to that of Mofes, 
wherein they have added or diminifted as they thought fit. But 
S. Jremm feems to fpeak there of the Conftitutions of the Jewifli 
Authours, who were fo much wedded to the Traditions of their 
Fathers, that they made them equal with the Commandments of 
God, miftent aquatam TraditUnem frxcepto Dei : and as to this 
he obferves that in his time the Jexos had a Law which was call'd 
the Law of the Harifees : we ought moreover to take notice 
that by the word holy Scripture, S. Irerntus meant the Septuagint 
Tranflation, by which alone he guides himfelf in the confuting 
that of Aquila\ which the Jews made ufe of: he corrects in- 
deed their falfe interpretations, but he accufes them not of ha- 
ving corrupted the Text \ on the contrary he fuppofes they have 
not falfify'd the Scripture, becaufe they did not forefee it would 
befo ufefull for.theChriftians} and by the Scripture he means 
the Septuagint Tranflation •, then he fays that if they had fpre- 
feen it they would without doubt have burnt it. I underftand 
not how Father Morin can prove from thefe laft words of Saint 
Jrenaut, that the Jews according to the opinion of this Father, 
have corrupted the holy Scriptures, fince he feems to infinuate 
on the contrary, that they have not beenMaftersof thenMince. 
the Chriftiqns have uf M them, and that it would have been to 
T«t. dt no purpofe to have burnt them. In the- third place Term/lion is 
" 4 j b ; Mu1, <l uote d to mew that the Jews have corrupted the Scripture j but 
this ancient Doctour fpeaks not in the pafiage which is quoted, 
of the corruption here in queftion, he would onely have it that 
the Book which then went under Enoch's name has been added to 
the Canonical Scriptures jand to authorife yet further his Opinion, 
he fays that the 7«w have cut off from the Body of the Scripture 

many 
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many places which fpoke of the AfefftM^ and from thence he 
anfwqrs what is objected againft him, that $e Jews bad not 
kept the Book of Enoch amongft the collection of Canonical 
Books, Sets, lays he, Script uram Enoch qu* hum ordinem Angelis 
dedit non reeipi a quibufdam, nee in armarium Judaic urn admittitur. 
Tertullian in this jplace fpeaks of whole Books which he pretends 
have been fupprels'd by the Jews, and not of fome paflages onely 
invented or alter'd, wherefore the confequences which Father 
Morin draws from this authority to prove that the Jews have 
corrupted the Scripture, are of no moment, fince this place 
treats of another matter. 

Moreover we are to obferve that when the Fathers accufc the 
Jews of corrupting the Scripture, they mean not the Hebrew 
Text, but the Tranflation of Aejuila, or Symmachus, and the 
Theodoret which they call the Scriptures of the Hebrews, be- 
caufe they had been made from the Hebrew to oppofe the Sep- 
tuagint. As the fame Fathers were oblig'd to difpute againft the 
Jews, they had recourfe to thefe new Tranflations, that they 
might argue more ftrenuoufly againft them out of their own 
Tranflations : Juftin Martyr for this reafon fometimes (juotes 
the Tranflation of Aauila to encounter Tryphon. For this rea- 
fon, as we fhall hereafter fee, Origen put all the Jewilh Tranfla- 
tions upon different Columns with the Septuagint, that in difpu- 
ting againft the Jews one might reade them all together, and 
at the fame time compare them with the Septuagint Tranflati- 
on, by which we ought to be guided. 

Befides the Teftimonies of thefe Fathers, Father Morin yet 
adds that of Eufebius, but what he relates is not fo much Eufe- 
biush as Juftinh ; for Eufebius in that place refts fatisfied with 
barely relating the opinion of Juftin, which he does as an Hi- 
ftorian, without affirming any thing, and it is certain that Eu- 
febius bore more relpect to the Hebrew Copies which he often 
quotes in his Works. The authority of Origen and S. Jerom is 
much more to be efteem'd than that of all the other Fathers, 
becaufe they underftood the Hebrew Tongue, and chiefly S. Je- 
rom, who made it his particular ftudy amongft the7*Twof his 
time. 

Father Marin has cited fome paflages of Origen, who accufeth 
the Jews of corrupting the Scripture, and there are likewife 
fome places in S. Jerom which accufe them of the fame thing { 
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but we may at the fame time obferve, that there are other pla- 
ces in both thefe Fathers, which argue clear contrary. Thofe 
who confult in the Works of the Fathers thofe places onely which 
favour their opinions; cannot give a reafon or this evident con- 
tradiction, and this we ought to examin with attention, that we 
may know what was the opinion of thefe two learned men con- 
cerning the Jewifli Copies, and whether in effect they have pre- 
ferred the Septuagint Tranflation before the original Hebrew. 



CHAR XIX. 

The Opinion 0/ Origen and S. Jerom concerning the Hehrevo 
Text and the Septuagint Tranflation. The manner of thefe 
two Attthours writing. The Jews have not corrupted the 
holy Scriptures. Conclufion. Several reflexions. 

]T cannot be deny'd but that Origen has often accuf 'd the 
Jews of corrupting the holy Scripture, and that S. Jerom has 
alio blam'd them upon the fame account, but whofoever feri- 
oufly confiders the way of thefe two Fathers writing, will be 
convinc'd that they have often fpoke againft their opinions to 
fiiit them to other mens. Origen, in his Epiftle dedicated to 
Africams, accufes the Jews of having fupprefs'd many things 
which they, had no mind mould be placed amongft the collecti- 
on of the holy Scriptures, or be made publick : this principle in 
general feems to be true, and he may have taken it from the 
Jews, and has well apply'd it in this Epiftle to demonftrate the 
authority of the Books not contain'd in the Jewitti Canon : but 
whence ftretches it fo far as to affirm that the Jews havede- 
Jignedly, and out of malice fupprefs'd many Writings, he goes 
too far with his conjectures in complying with the common opi- 
nion. Solikewife he is not always of this opinion, forafmuch 
as fometimes, in his Commentaries upon the Prophets, he con- 
demns the Jem- as forgers of falfities, and fometimes he defends 
iiicr. i» »|«n ffom the injuftice which is done them in. being accuf 'd of 
if. f.e. this crime. S. Jerom himfelf, when he undertakes the protection 
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of the Jews makes ufe of Orieenh authority, who has writ in his 
Commentaries upon Ifaioh that if the Jews had corrupted the 
holy Scriptures, our Saviour and the Appftles would not have 
fail'd to blame both the Scribes and Pharifees for it : he laughs 
at the fimplicity of thofe who are of this opinion, and asks them 
how it could poflibly be, that our Saviour and his Apoftles mould 
take fome paffages out of the Scripture to make them agree with 
them which the Jews had falfify'd ? Orhen, in that place, ab- 
folutely denies that the Jews have defignedly corrupted any paf- 
fage or the Scripture, and S. Jerom is of his opinion . 

When Origen writ on the contrary fide he has conformed him- 
felf to the common opinion, and if we take not notice of this, 
way of writing, which is ufoal withhinv weJhall find him con-, 
tradict himfelf in many places. He fhews in his Book againft 
Celfiu what his method is, for having quoted fome words of the 
Scripture according to the Septuagint Tranflation, which was 
generally approvM of throughout the whole Church, he after- 
wards fets down the fame words according to the Hebrew, then 
at the fame time adds, by way of correction, that that was too 
abftrufe and above the capacity of the people •, for this very, 
reafon, without doubt it is that, in his Epiftle to Africmm, he 
prefers the Septuagint Tranflation before all others, and that he. 
owns himfelf to be far from putting any other Tranflation in 
its ftead, and that we ought to keep what is already received, 
for fear of giving our enemies occafion of blaming us. He 
feems to reject the authority of the Hebrew Text, or rather 
the new Tranflations made from that Text, onely upon a pru- 
dent and politick account, fearing to create fcandal in the Church, 
by diminifhing the authority of a Tranflation which was lookU 
upon by all as a Work infpir'd by God. 

S. Jerom. who ufd not fo much caution, has obferv'd that wtr.Trw. 
Orken, in his Homilies which he read to the people, follow'd "' til,u 
exactly the common Tranflation, but in his Tomes or great dif- 
putes he had recourfe to the Hebrew Tongue he difcourf'd not 
therefore with learned men as he did with the people. Eufta- m. it f 
(taw, in a Difcourfe which he has writ againft Origen, accufes g;^,, 
him of often being of different opinions'* and this is fo true that m v . Ruff. 
S. Jerom, who likewife is blamM upon the fame account, defends 
himfelf by the. example of other Fathers (and chiefly by Origen) 
who faid not always in their difputes what they thought, but what 
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they judg'd moft to the purpofe, quia inurdum cogwttur loqni, 
mn mod frntiknt, fed ami mttffe eft dicmtt By this principle 
the different paflages or Origen may be cxplain'd, where he feems 
to contradift himfelf in fpeaking of the Jews. 

As for S. Jerm, 'tis known with what ardour he has defended 
the Hebrew Text againft the Septuagint Tranflation. To au- 
thorifc this Text he calls it in feveral places Veritas Htbraica^ 
and he often fpeaks of the Septuagint in a very injurious manner. 
If he accufes therefore fometimes the Jem of having corrupted 
the Hebrew Copies, he conforms himfelf then to the common 
opinion of other Writers, whereas when he freely cxpreffes his 
mind he feverely reproves thofe who dare to accufe the Jews of 
having corrupted the Scriptures, and he juftifies his manner of 
writing in many places of his Works. Rujjinus and others have 
found fault with him for the different opinions which are in his 
Books, and as he could not deny a thing fo plain, he anfwers 
them that they jinderftood not the Laws of Logick, that they 
were ignorant how in difputes fometimes one talks in this man- 
ner and fometimes in that, fometimes on this fide and fometimes 
on the contrary. He farther adds, there are certain reafons why 
one may talk differently upon the fame things and perfons ; in 
effeft S. Jerom feems fometimes to be a Jew, fpeaking altogether 
like them i and then if his words agree not with the opinion of 
the Church, they are to be explain'd according to the rules which 
he himfelf has fet down in his Works, where he fays there is a 
great deal of difference betwixt one who limply relates what he 
has read in other Authours, and one who affirms a thing himfelf. 
In this fenfehe places fome Books, which the Church has receiv'd 
for Canonical, amongft Apocryphal ones, and denies Daniel to 
be a Prophet. In thofe places he relates, according to his ufual 
method, the opinion of the Jews , and not what he thought 
himfelf. 

When S. Jerom accufes the Jews of have corrupted the Scrip- 
tures, he fpeaks after the manner of other Fathers, whofe Works 
fometimes he onely copy'd, as he himfelf owns, without naming 
the Authours, and without diftinguifliing what was his own from 
what he took from others } fo that to under ftand truly his opi- 
nion, it was neceffary to have read the fame Authours he had, 
which he fometimes makes mention of in his Prefaces to juftifie 
his method ,: he grounds it upon the authority of many Writers, 
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and quotes $. Paul whom as one of them he has imitated In this 
manner of writing i he pretends that this holy Apoftle has uPd 
a great deal of prudence and skill in his Epiftles to the Romans, 
the Galatians, and to the Ephefians, when he quotes any thing 
out Of the Old Teftament, Legite Epiftolas ejus ad Romanos, ad 
GaUtas, ad Ephejios in ambus totHsitt certamine pofitus tft, & vide- 
bitis eum in teftimomis qua habet de veteri Tejtamento, quam pru- 
dens quam difjimulator fit ejus quod agit. 

H Voffim had confider'd this method of S. Jerom\ he would vufiaf. 
not fo readily have quoted him to prove that this Father could 
not deny, but that the Jews had took out of their Hebrew Co- 
pies the word Euphrata, which lignifies Bethlehem, that our Sa- K 15. 
viour might not appear to be of the Tribe of Judah. S. Jerom, 7 
who handles this queftion in his Commentaries upon the Prophet 
Micha, has not decided it, relating onely, according to his ufual 
cuftom, the different opinions on this point. He fays in the Hi- 
ftory of Jopma according to the Septuagint Tranflation, there 
is mention made of eleven Cities, amongft which is Ettphrata or 
Bethlehem, but it is not fpoke of in the Hebrew or in any other 
Interpreter $■ Then he adds that he dares not fay whether this has 
been left Out in the ancient Copies through the malice of the 
Jews, or whether it has been added by the Septuagint. S. Jerom 
relates the two opinions of his time,and declares he dares not give 
his own thereupon : but it iseafie to judge by what he fays elfe- 
where what his opinion was, Where he affirms that the Jews have 
not corrupted the holy Scriptures. In the Commentaries he or- 
dinarily does but relate what he has read in other Authours, as 
he acknowledges in many places of his Works. 

Neither has Father Morin ddhe S. Jerom juftice, when he char- r«b. M»r. . 
ges him*) highly with inconftahcy ; he fays that this Father be- Bwrf - *' b - 
mg young commended the Septuagint Tranflation which he con- 
fefs'd had been compofed by Prophets, and in that time he accuPd 
the Jews of malicioufly corrupting the Scriptures, by reafon of 
the hatred they bore the Chriftians ; but being grown older, 
and having frequented the company of the Jews, he chang'cl his 
opinion, and that he was cxtrcamly byafs'd againft the Septua- 
gint. Ruffinm heretofore reproach'd S. Jerom with many things 
of the like nature, to which he anfwerd, and fliew'd that he 
always had in his age been of the fame opinion he was in his. 
youth : Tarn ftultus, fays he, eram ut quod in pueritia didiei, fe- 
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ntx eblivifci velknu We (hall have occafion again of fpeaking of 
S. Jeromh method, when we lhall examin the Septuagint and his 
Tranflations, 'tis fufficient here to have obferv'd that he con- 
forms himfelf often to the common opinions, although he is of 
another judgment, as Ribera thcjefnitehzs judicioufly obferv'd, 
in his Commentaries upon the third Chapter of the Prophet 
Joel. 

We (hall fpend no more time in examining whether it was pof- 
fible for the Jews to corrupt their Copies, without being found 
out, fince the queftion is about a matter of facl; •, it fuffices that 
we have ftiewn that there are no evident proofs tjiat they have 
done it, and this lhall more particularly be made appear in the 
Second Book. . S. Mguftin has occalion'cl this queftion, becaufe 
he pretends that the Jews have not onely abftain'd from cor- 
rupting of the Scriptures, but it was impoflible that they mould 
think of doing it ; when he meets with any thing in the Septua- 
gint, which is otherwife in the Hebrew, he accufes not the Jews 
of having chang'd the Text, although he believes, as well as the 
jro.a *' re ft °f tne Fathers, that the Septuagint had been made by pro- 
cL,ji. ' phets but he has recourfe to the providence of God, who per- 
mitted thefe Interpreters to tranflate the holy Scriptures as he 
thought moft fit for the Gentiles^ who were to embrace the Chri- 
ftian Religion. This holy Doctour defends by this means the 
Septuagint Tranflation, and at the fame time preferves the au- 
thority of the Hebrew Text, which he fometimes prefers before 
this Tranflation as when be examins whether in the Prophet 
Jonas we ought to reade three days^ as it ism the Hebrew Text, 
or forty days, as it is in the Septuagint \ he is of opinion that we 
ought to follow the Hebrew in that place, and in other places he 
alfo declares in favour of the Hebrew Text. It is jiot, proper 
here to examin whether his principle be true or no. It is fuf- 
ficient that, although he was much prejudic'd for the Septuagint 
Tranflation, he has neverthelefs done the Jews juftice againft the 
common opinion of the other Fathers. 

Moreover we are to conclude that the 'jews, finding themfelves 
oblig'd continually todifpute with the Chriftians, obferv'd more 
exactly than before they had done the literal fenfe of the Scrip- 
ture, and that they had recourfe to the original Hebrew, or ra- 
ther to the new Tranflations from the Hebrew. As they per- 
ceiv'd the Septuagint to deviate very often from the Text which 
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they tranflated, they took the greater care to render it word for 
word. Although the Cabbaliftick and Allegorical fittions were 
in great efteem amongft them, they neverthelcfs thought it ne- 
ceflary to follow the literal fenfe of the Scripture, the better to 
encounter the Chriftians. The reafons of Tryphon the Jew againft 
Juftin fufficiently fhew that the Jews of that time neglected not 
the ftudy of the Bible. They made a Cricicifme upon the Sep- 
tuagint Tranflation, and finding it in many places not to agree 
with the Original, they put in others more literal in its place, 
without neverthelcfs meddling with the Hebrew Text , which 
they have always left untouch'd. If they had corrupted their 
Copies they would have left out feveral paflages which make 
againft them , and even fome Prophecies, which they cannot 
make fenfe of. Wherefore we ought to think that the Jews have 
not malicioufly corrupted their Copies. But on the other fide, 
it is but a fancy and vain lirperftition to <hink that the Copies 
have never vary'd, and to reconcile all the differences by the 
pretent Text. 

To (peak of thefe various readings without partiality, we 
ought to examin, according to the ordinary rules of Criticifine, 
all the Tranflations, which were made at the beginning of Chri- 
ftianity. We lhall find in the fragments which are come down to 
us, that the Hebrew Copies from whence .they have been made, 
differ lefs from ours than from thofe of the Septuagint. Which 
without doubt proceeds from their Tranflations being morere- 
ftrain'd than that of the Septuagint. Moreover the Jews at 
that time began to apply themfelves to the Criticifine of the 
Scripture, and to the refining of their Language more than they 
had before done $ thefe ancient Interpreters neverthelefs, who 
were enemies to our Religion, may have limited their Tranfla- 
tions in favour of their prejudices, but for all that they have 
never meddled with the Text ; and the genius of the Hebrew 
Tongue, whofe words moft of them are equivocal, feemstohave 
given them this liberty. The Fathers, who could not judge of 
the fidelity of their Tranflations, extreamly condemn'd them, 
becaufe the Church, to whom the pofTefllon of the true Scrip- 
ture betong'd, acknowledg'd no other but the Greek Septuagint 
Tranflation. NevertheleiV this, variety of. Tranflations ha s 
wrought ;n9..' Change in $he frjefcjrew. Text, otherwife- we* rm.$hi 
likewife accufe S. Jtroni of having corrupted the Text, feeing 
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his Tfanflation is' fo different from that of the Septuagint. 

As for the ancient Interpreters we ought not to be byafs'd in 
favour of them as if their Hebrew Copies were better onely be- 
Icaufe they are more ancient. Antiquity ought not to be fo much 
regarded in this affair, fince it is certain that the moft ancient 
Tranflations of all were not made till long after the Originals 
were loft, and that the Hebrew was no more in life amongft 
the yews. The manufcript Copies of the vulgar Tranflation are 
not more exact becaufe they are more ancient, on the contrary 
they are more correct fince the Criticks have review'd them, and 
they may yet be corrected in many places. 

It may be then that the Jews having carefully fought after the 
literal fenfe of the Scrjpture, for to fortifie themfelves againft 
the Ckrifttins, havettlade their Copies more correct than they 
were before. On the contrary it may likewife happen that they 
have fometimes corrected them very improperly and for this 
reafon it is neee/Tary carefully to examin all the various readings 
of the Hebrew Text, which the ancient Interpreters can furnilh 
lis withalf, and then' we may judge according to the rules of Cri- 
ticifm, without having too much reftedt to Antiquity , which 
are the beft and deferve to be preferrd. But for thedilcer'ning 
of this there is requir'd a perfect knowledge of the Hebrew 
Tongue, far different from what we attain to by the help of new 
Grammars and Dictionaries. f 
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The ft ate of the Hehre\x> Tfext for It he fir ft Centuries. : J*a* 
ribus readings of the Scftfturt the- Talmud. : ' 

THE ignorance of the Jews Was fo- great as to their ancient 
Hiftories, that we have nothing at prefent in their Books 
whence we may know what their Doctoors chiefly apply'd&tem- 
felves to after theruineof their Temple,' They have indeed 
fome Catalogues 1 Where are deFctwd the Sucfceffion of their Lea* 
dersi their Schools, and thofe Who have governed them, but b6* 
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fides that thefe Catalogues are very uncertain^ there is nothing 
remarkable in them, their chief defign was to inftruct the people 
in the Religion of their Fathers, by preferving of Tradition, 
and wc find not that they minded the refining of the Hebrew 
Tongue, or the perfecting of their Copies. 

Neverthelefs their difputes with the primitive Chriftians flicw 
us that they did not fo much follow their Traditions as wholly 
to neglect the literal fenfe of the Scripture. Origtn y Enftbmsy 
S. Efiphanius, S. Jerom % S. Chryfofiom^ Theodoret and fome other 
Fathers who have lived amongft them, blam'd them for keeping 
too clofe to the letter and Theodorus of Mopfuefta was con- 
demn'd, in a general Council , for having explain'd the Pro- 
phets altogether hiftorically, and according to the method of 
the Jews of that time. Although the Hebrew Tongue was not 
then taught according to the rules of Art, and the Grammar was 
not yet invented, they had neverthelefs a certain receiv'd me- 
thod, as well for the explanation of the words as for the reading 
of the Text. Orig wplac'd in his ffexapfafs's the Hebrew Text 
in Greek Characters, aSjit was then read ^ and thus Cuftom was 
the ftanding Rule, and this has afterwards been obferv^l, by the 
help of pointed Vowels which have wholly fix't the reading of the 
Hebrew. The Hebrew Tongue was taught by the Doctours in 
the Schools. S. Epiphaniw and S. Jerom mention a famous Uni- 
verfity at Tiberias^ whence the latter had his Matters come to in- 
ftruct him in the holy Language, and we find many other Jewifli 
Univerfitiesor Schools, fpokeofintheBooksof theftahbins. 

Cuftom neverthelefs had not fo fix't the reading of the Hebrew 
Text, but that one might doubt of fome words , when there 
arofe any queftion about their meaning, and it was impoflible it 
fliould be otherwise, if we confider the nature of the Hebrew 
Tongue, which in this has been always likepthesQrjentalkan- 
guages, which have permitted Tranfcribers to a4d or diminifli 
certain letters, which were inftead of Vowels before points were 
invented^ From hence came moft of the various readings, and 
afterwards the difference of Tranflations \ and as thefe Vowels 
are. fometimes eflential to the Hebrew words, and fometimes ad- 
ded, if there he not rules to (hew certainly when they are to be, 
the fenfe will remain imperfect. 

Moreover thefe fame Vowels diftioguifli the Genders, Tenles, 
Numbers and feveral other things, and therefore it isimpoffibie 
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to know the true fehfe of the words without knowing the man- 
ner of their being writ. Now in thole times before the pointed 
Vowels were invented, every Tranfcriber fupprefs'd or added 
letter Vowels according to his own fancy. Cuftom had not fo 
fix't the reading or rather manner of writing of the Hebrew 
words, but that thefe Tranfcribers yet took the fame liberty. 
We find examples in the Commentaries of S. Jerom, for the 
Jcwifli Doctour, who taught him, doubts fometimes of the rea- 
ding of certain words, or at leaft makes no fcruple of changing 
it to find out a better fenfe. 

The ancient Jewilh Dodcurs in the Talmud furnifh 11s Iikewife 
with fome examples of thefe various readings, which R. Jacob 
Hayim mentions in his Preface to the collection of the Majforet, 
but moft of the examples he inftances in confift in the Vowels 
we have already fpoke of. We Ihall not fpend time in relating 
them one by one, becaufe it is fufficient, having obferv'd the 
rife, from thence to conclude, that fince the Originals of the 
Hebrew Text have been loft, it is impoflible but that there Ihould 
be a great many of theft variations. The Jews, who are per- 
fwaded of this truth, pretend they ought all to he reformed by 
a Criticifm they have made upon the Text, and have call'd it 
the Majforet. Several Chrifiians have followed this opinion of 
the Jews as to the Majforet. But not to confound our Hiftory, 
we will treat of this Majforet hereafter, when we will examin it 
very throughly. 

j uvtf r M %H*i°rf the Son, who has defended, as much as in him lay, the 
f< integrity of the prefent Hebrew Text, has made no fcruple to 
acknowledge that there are various readings in the Talmud, 
and that the Ghemara agrees not always with the Majforet in this 
point i but at the fame time he pretends that thefe various rea- 
dings are not confiderabJe, becaufe moft of them confift onely 
in the letters Van and Jod ; befides the Rabbins correct all thefc 
various readings by the Majforet. He moreover adds, that moft 
of the varieties mentioned in the Talmud are not real, but onely 
Allegories and pleafant quirks, which have no relation to Criti- 
mTIm "J. Mr * cha PP lain -> who has examinM more particularly this 
• queltion, agrees not with Buxtorf, that thefe various readings of 
the Talmud, mentioned in the Preface of R. Jacob Hayim, are of 
no confideration, especially that which obferves in one place 
that Samffon was Judge 20 years! He cannot admit of the in- 
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terpretation of fome Jews, who reconcile thefe two places of 
the Talmud which feem to contradict one another, by a Deras 
or allegorical Explanation. He Iikewife rejects the opinion of 
R. David Kimhi, who thought that this pretended contradiction 
ought to be afcribM to a repetition of the fame words of the 
Scripture, where it is twice faid that Sampfon was Judge 20 
years fo that the Talmudifis took occafion to fay that he was 
Judge' 40 years, to the end they might make an Allegory. But 
it is not neceflary to produce many of thefe examples ol the va- 
rious readings of the Talmud, fince all the world agrees that the 
way onely of explaining them is difputed. 

It is neceflary then firft to fuppofe as a certain truth, that 
moft of the various readings in the Talmud have no other foun- 
dation than the imagination of fome Doctours who delighted 
in Allegories, which they themfelves fhew , when they fay, 
Read not thus, but thus. They moreover ufe the word Dera*, 
which fignifies an allegorical interpretation, and not a true di- 
verfity of reading. Thus we ought to underftand what is ob- 
ferv'd in the Ghemara of the Treatife Sanhedrim, where Rabba 
notes that in the 3d Chapter of the 2d Book of Kings, and the 
25th Vcrfc, where it is in the Text the Haverot, it ought to be 
read the H*ctrot ; it feems neverthelefs to be a various reading 
grounded upon the refemblance of the letters Beth and Caph. 
And R. David Kimhi obferves in his Commentary upon this paf~ 
fage,that thofe Doctours and the Grammarians,R.M»*fo/»,RJ//- 
da and fome others have mentioned this various reading, but 
that he has neither found it in the Majforet, nor in the correct. 
Copies, and that R. Jona is of his opinion fothat the Rabbins 
were divided about the varieties of the Scripture, which the Tal- 
mud makes mention of, and therefore it is likely that the word 
Dera* does not always fignifie an allegorical explanation. 

Inthefecondplacewe are to fuppofe that the Talmud agrees 
not always with the Majforet in the manner of writing the He- 
brew words, when the differences arife from the letters call'd- 
Evi, or the ancient Vowels Meph i Vau and Jod, becaufe their. 
Tranfcribers have took the liberty of adding or leaving out thefe . 
letters 4 which has not been done to the Books of the Talmud 
onely, and then we are to follow the plurality of Copies, as the 
Jewilh Doctours obferve in the Treatife Sopherin. In a word, 
we are to. apply the feme rules of. Criticifm to the various rear- 
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readings of the Scripture, whether they are in the Talmud, or in 
other places, which have commonly been apply'd to all other 
Hooks. 

Thirdly, We ought to take care not to multiply too flightly 
the various readings of the Scripture, upon the authority onely 
of the Talmud and fome other ancient allegorical Books for 
that befides that the Dortours of the Ghemara or Talmud are not 
very exart in their quotations, the Authour of the Book call'd 
-Katie oi. Halicot Olam affirms that they often abridge the Scripture as 
r ' 2 ' they think fit, and that they relate not faithfully the words of the 
Text. Moreover they are fo ignorant that the other Jews are 
fometimes forc't to quit them, becaufe they find them contrary 
to the Scriptures. It is certain that the Dortours apply'd them- 
felves onely to what concern'd the Commands or Prohibitions 
of the Law, and that they neglected the reft, having no know- 
ledge in Criticifm, but even defpifing that ftudy. Wherefore 
their Chronology is fo uncertain , and fometimes contrary to 
the Text of the Bible, as it would be eafie to fhew by many ex- 
amples, which have been obferv'd by R. AzAriat^ Abravanel and 
fome other learned Rabbins. But that would carry us too far, 
it fufnees to have faid in general that there is a great deal of ig- 
norance in the Ghemara or Talmud. *** 

Although the Jewifh Dortours in the Talmud generally minded 
nothing but trifles, we have neverthelefs fometimes fome marks 
of their exartnefs in the writing out of their Copies ; but this 
exartnefs ought not to be as a rule, fince they wanted true Ori- 
ginals, by which they might juftifie thofe readings they preferr'd 
before others. They can onely be grounded upon a certain 
Cuftom or Tradition of reading one way rather than another 
and this Cuftom ought not indeed wholly to be laid afide ; but 
it would be difficult to prove that there has been a conftant 
Cuftom preferv'd of what onely depends upon the fancy of 
Tranfcribers. Tradition cannot be an infallible rule in thefe 
fort of varieties, efpecially when they proceed from the Genius 
ot a Language, and this Language has not been preferv'd bv a 
continual Cuftom. y 
t R. Jacob, ufually call'd Bad Haurim, obferves that in the 
time of the Dortours of the Talmud, the Text of the Law was 

E5 raf „' d Jongue which the people underftood, and 

mat the Reader could onely reade one Verfe of the Text, and 
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at the fame time he had the Paraphrafe of it given him, and 
afterwards he went to another Verfe, which the Paraphrafer 
could not interpret till he had read it out. This method of 
reading diftinrtly the Text of the Scripture, might in fome fort 
preferve a certain cuftom or tradition of reading amongft the 
Jews, till it was lix't by pointed Vowels, as it afterwards was by 
the Mafforets. This manner likewife of explaining the words of 
the Hebrew Text in a Language underftood by the people, has 
hindred the Hebrew Tongue from being wholly loft -, efpecially 
if they have conftantly obferv'd this method fince their return' 
from Babylon j but on the contrary, the difputes which Dortours 
have had amongfb themfelves concerning the reading of fome 
words, perfwade us that they had no conftant Tradition \\\ this 
point. And moreover the different opinions of the Jews con- 
cerning the explanations of many words, fufficiently denionftrate 
the knowledge of the Hebrew Tongue not to have been entirely 
preferv'd. 

It is true that the varieties of the Hebrew Text at this day in 
the Talmud are not very many, nor very confiderable but it is 
probable that thofe who caufed the Talmud to be printed, have 
correrted the paflages of the Scripture by the prefent Majforet 
Copies, which they take to be the rule for all the various rea- 
dings, by comparing many Hebrew Manufcripts upon different 
Subjerts. I have found moft of them alike, fo certain it is that 
the Jews have not been very faithfull in copying of their Books. 
And moreover thofe who have took care in printing of them have 
publifhM the Copies which they thought were the beft, very of- 
ten without obferving the various readings. If we would there- 
fore properly judge of the varieties of the Scriptures which are 
in the Talmud, it would be necelTary to have fome old Manu- 
fcripts of this Book which had not been reform'd. . There were 
ancientlv two Editions or different publications of the Talmud 
from different Copies, as is obferv'd in the Book intitled Juhatin. 
We ought not therefore to wonder that the Jews have refornfet 
the quotations of the Scripture by the new Copies of the Map- 
foret, fince they were perfwaded that what is not conformable to 
it is not corrert befides that they have correrted moft of their 
other Books after the fame manner. 

Tocohclude, it kne^lfaiy to* obferve that the different rea- 
dings of the Hebrew Text which we find in the Talmud are moft 

of them 
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of them but Allegories or fubtle quirks, and when the Talmu- 
difts fay, Reade not thus> but thttt, they confider not the variety 
of the Hebrew Copies, but go according to their own imagina- 
tion, which was fertile in inventing new ways of reading for to 
make the fenfe altogether new. It is not neceflary for us to 
dwell any longer upon the fi&ions of thefe allegorical Doctours. 
Thofe who would take the pains to compare the paflages of the 
Scripture quoted in the Talmud with the Copies of thefe times, 
may make ufe of a little Book printed under the name of Se* 
pher Foldot Aaron, where thefe paflages are mark't out with the 
places of the Talmud where they are to be found. This feems 
to me to be no neceflary Work, no more than the examining of 
the ancient Jewifh allegorical Books. For example, theZohar, 
the Bafir^ the Medrafcim and the Rabbet, which are Commenta- 
ries upon Che Scripture, full of Allegorical and Cabbaliftick Fic- 
tions ; for befides that in thefe Works very few of the various 
readings are true, we find in them nothing but fubtilties which 
have no foundation, 'tis more proper to enquire for the truth in 
good manufcript Copies and Authours. 



CHAP. XXI. 

Manufcript Copies of the Hebrew Text. The difference vf 
Manufcripts us a in the Synagogues, and thoje usd onely 
by private per fins. Which are the left Manufcripts of 
the Bible. 

THere is hardly any one who cannot colledt the various rea- 
dings in the printed Hebrew Bibles, but there are^ very few 
who have all the neceflary helps requirM for the confulting of 
the old Manufcripts, which are very fcarce, and therefore we 
ought to have feenfeycral to give a found judgment thereupon. 
Lttdovictu Capellut, who has colletted the varieties of fome prin- 
ted Bibles into a Criticifm, complains that it is very hard to re- 
cover old Manufcripts of the Hebrew Text of the Bible, and 
that thofe who have them will not freely communicate them. 

Father 
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Father M, who had a Library well ftor'd with thefe forts o£ 
Books, has made ufe of them but in two or three places, and 
there even with a great deal of negligence. I will endeavour to 
fupply the failures of thefe two Authours, without partaking of 
their. prejudices. I think it not neceflary to place amongft the 
various readings many trifles as they have done, which are ma- 
nifeft errours of Tranfcribers, which may eafiiy be amended by 
good Copies. It will be more neceflary to obferve the rife of all 
the various readings ? to the end that we may give a reafon of the 
different interpretations. 

The Jews have two forts of manufcript Copies of the Bible, 
one of which, ferving for the ordinary ufe of the Synagogue, is 
writ in certain Scrolls or Parchments with great exactnefs. The 
other, which particular perfons copy out for their own ufe, dif- 
fers not from our Manufcripts. The firlt contains onely the five 
Books of the Law, and fome little Volumes which are read in the 
Synagogues, and is writ in feparate Scrolls \ the other contains 
the whole Text of the Scripture, which is divided into four and 
twenty Books : There is fome difference in the writing of thefe 
two Copies, and there is more care taken in the writing of the 
firft than of that which is onely for private perfons. Neverthe- 
lefs molt of the precautions uf'd are fuperftitious, and the in- 
vention of the Rabbins \ Therefore my deffgn is not to mark 
them all particularly, for fear of being tedious \ it will be enough 
to touch upon fome of the principal ones without counting the 
others. 

Firft, The Characters of thefe Manufcripts, which are uf'd in 
the Synagogues, are not altogether the fame with thofe which are 
in the common Copies. There are certain letters in thefe Ma- 
nufcripts of the Synagogue, which, befides the figure, have points 
or horns which ferve For ornament, and thefe horns are call'd 
Thagin, that is to lay, Crowns. The Rabbins affirm that God 
gave them to Mofes upon the Mount Sinai, and that He taught 
him how to make them. R. Seem Tab has writ a Treatife of thefe 
Crowns, where he obferves they have been negletted by molt of 
the Grammarians, who have not been fufficiently inftru&ed in 
the myfteries which he pretends to have had from the Talmud. 
For example,he makes feven points or crowns to belong to the let- 
ter Meph, five of which are on the top of the letter, three on 
the left hand, and two on the right, and two others at the bottom 
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at the end of the left hand. The Law has faenJUph after this 
manner. The Beth is writ with three of thefe yrowns, two of 
which are on the top, which go up with a (harp point, and another 
which is likevvife on the top of the letter, but the point inclines 
a little towards the bottom, and there are in the Law tour ot 
this fort of Beth*. The Ghimel has four Crowns on the top, and 
there arc but three of thefe Ghlmels in the Law. M^has like- 
wife four Crowns, and there arc fix of thefe crown'd Daleths 111 
the Law. It is not ncceilary to tell the Crowns of the other let- 
ters, or to fpend more time about this vain fupcrftition, which 
makes not the Hebrew Copies more correct. . 

Secondly, There are a great many ceremonies in the writing 
of thefe Manufcripts, becaufe this Nation, who looks upon it 
fulfholy and feparatc from all others, does nothing wherein they 
ufc not fome particular thing or other. The Jews are not per- 
mitted to write the Books deftin'd for the Synagogue upon the 
skin of any Animal, but onely upon that of clean Animals, other- 
wife the Books would be prophane, and could not be read. It is 
ncceflary that this skin be prepared after a certain manner, by a 
Jew who is neither Apoftate nor Heretick, and who prepares it 
with an intention for the Law to be written in it. Every fort 
of ink likewife is not to be uf 'd, and there are certain things re- 
quir'd in the making of this ink, and amongft other things there 

is to be no Copper as. 

Thirdly, The skin upon which it is writ ought to have a cer- 
tain proportion as well in its length as breadth. It ought to 
be rul'd before the writing, it not being permitted to write more 
than .three words in a place not rul'd, which makes the lines 
(freight, and one letter is not larger than another \ care is like- 
wife to be taken that neither the letters nor words join one to 
another, and therefore there is left the fpace of a thread or hair 
between each letter, and betwixt the words the fpace of a little 
letter ^ the length of a line is to be of thirty letters, and betwixt 
each line is to be the fpace of a line. As they have divided the 
Pentateuch into certain Sections, fome of which they call clofe 
and others open, it has likewife been neceflary for that very rca- 
fon to leave void fpaces. Three letters are left for the clole 
Sections and nine for the open ones. Befide thefe Sections there 
are yet greater, for which greater void fpaces are left, and the 
letters are not to be prefs'd for the adjufting of them to the pro- 
portion 
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portion of the (paces, or the length of the lines, but they are 
to be writ in fo diftinct a manner, that a Child may reade them 
without miftaking thofe which are alike one for the other. 

Fourthly, Thefe Books are to be taken from other faithfull and 
authentick Copies, and the Kings heretofore took their Copy 
from the Original preferv'd in the Sanctuary. After thefe Books 
are writ they are to be examirfd whether they are true Copies, 
and to be corrected by an authentick Copy j if nevcrtheleis in 
the reading many faults appear, as for example, four in every 
page or fide{ they are to be look'd upon as prophane, and others 
are to be writ. I mention not fome other little niceties, not nc- 
ceflary to be known. 

There are none whoconfider fo great an exactnefs, but would 
at firft conclude that the Jewifli Copies, efpecially thofe they ufein 
the Synagogues-are free from all faults whatfoever, but they are 
miftaken, forafmuch as all thefe nice rules are not of a fufficient 
antiquity. If the Septuagint, and other Interpreters of the Bible, 
had had Copies thus writ and from other authentick Books, there 
would not have been fo great a difference in their Tranflations 
proceeding from the variety of readings. If thefe rules had al- 
ways been obferv'd, the ancient Tranflatours would not have 
confounded fo many letters which refemblc one another, and 
they would hot have join'd words which ought to have been fc- 
parated, or feparated words which were to be join'd. The He- 
brew Text was heretofore writ as all other ancient Books were, 
and the Law may be faid to have contain'd but one Pafyk^ or 
Ver fe. There was no diftinction of Sections or Chapters } the di- 
vifions which are callM Parfcioth were invented, as in all other 
ancient Books, for the conveniency of private perfons. The 
Books of Homer were not at firft divided as they are at prefent, 
this divifion was made by Criticks or Grammarians, as may be 
feen in the Commentaries of Euftathius upon the Iliads , and 
without doubt it is the fame with the Hebrew Jewifli Text. 
Criticks are the Authours of thefe diftinctions, which are not to 
be afcribed to Mofes ; the Samaritans in this agree not with the 
7«w, having invented other divifions by the help of certain 
, points, which divide words, part of periods, and even whole 
' periods one from another. They have likewife particular marks 
to diftinguifli the Se&ions, which they have more of in their Ven- 
tawich than the Jews have in their Copies. 
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In a word, all the diviilons in the ancient Books were inven- 
ted by Criticks or Grammarians, as were theprefent points and 
comma's amongft the Greeks and Latins. When the Jews fay 
™™d. they make no diftindion of any Verfe intheLaw 'but what Mofes 
Tr*<t*,. niade > t fc an hyperbolical way of fpeaking, which fignifies that 
M *' u they have made no diftinction of Verfes an<i Sections in the Law, 
which agrees not with the Tradition they pretend to have re- 
ceiv'd from Mofes, which nevertheiefs is not altogether true. 
R»mbam ,« Kmbam affirms that as^for the diftinction of Sections, he has 
found them very confuf'd in ancient Copies, which agree not 
' " one with another in this point., and moreover the Talmudtfis 
agree not always in this with the prefent Mafforet* 

Laftly, The Copies ufM in the Synagogues are all writ with- 
out points for vowels. and accents-, becaufe there have been in- 
novations made in the Copies writ for the ufe of private per- 
fons; which proves the late invention of points and accents, 
which are not inferted into publick Books. The points, as we 
fliall hereafter prove, were invented onely for the better fixing 
of the reading of the Text, and the making of it eafie to un- 
skilfull perfons*, and as for the accents* there are two forts of 
them, one of which diftinguito the parts of difcourfe, as our 
points and comma's do * and the. other ferves for pricks in Mu^ 
lick. Thefe accents were, invented, by fome Jewifti Doctours, 
who would diftinguifli the Text of the Bible by points and com- 
ma's, as the Greek and. Latin Grammarians have done in their 
Books ; the others being almoft the fame with the Notes we ufe 
in Mufick.j were without, doubt invented by their Dodours, to 
mew more exactly how one ought to fing in the reading of the 
Law. 

As for other Manufcripts of the Bible not dedicated to the ufe 
of the Synagogues, there is not fo much care taken in the wri- 
ting of them, and therefore there are very few good ones, be- 
caufe it is hard to find learned and faithfull Tranfcribers and 
befides the Je vts ftudy more the Talmud and their Traditions 
than their Tongue and the holy Scripture. They much neglect 
both Grammar and Criticifm, fo that moft of. the Jews under- 
hand not the Majforet, which is a Criticifm of the Hebrew Text j 
the Spaniards onely haverefin'd the Hebrew Tongue, and have 
been curious in getting good Manufcripts. Next to the Spaniards 
are the JtmoiFmnce and Italy, and the worft Manufcripts are thofe 

which 



Book I. ( r 4 r ) Chap. XXIL 

which come from Germany. One may eafily diftinguilh one from 
the other by the make of the Characters, which are much grea- 
ter in the , Books which come from Germany than in thole writ 
either by the French or Spaniards. The Spanifh Character is 
wholly fquare and comely the French and Italian is a little 
rounder and not fo graceful!. Robert Stephens and Vlantins He- 
brew Bibles in Quarto, come nigh the Spanifh Characters, and 
the R. R. David Kimhi and Eliat Levita commend very much the 
Spanifh Manufcripts, which they prefer before all others. The 
Arabians being near were the caule why after their example they 
refin'd their Tongue, and they learnt from them, as we mail 
hereafter fee,, how to make Grammars and Dictionaries •, we can 
no where find fo good Manufcripts of the Bible as at Confiantinople, 
Salonica and fome other places of the Levant, whither the Spa* 
riifli Jews fled, when they were driven out of Spain. 



CHAP. XXII. 

Rules how to know good Manufcripts from lad ones, A par- 
ticular examination of fome Manufcripts, 

WHen we would judge of a good manufcript Copy of the 
BibJe, we ought to cxamin for whom it was writ, for 
moft of thofe which have been writ by mean private perfons are 
very faulty. On the contrary, thofe which have been writ for 
rich perfons, who were of quality amongft the Jews, are much 
exacter , becaufe they were generally writ by underftanding 
Tranfcribers, and from the moft ancient and exact Copies which 
could be found. I never law any thing more fine and noble 
than a certain Copy in three great Volumes, which was writ in 
the year 1207 by a Jew call'd Mofes Cohen Son of R. Solomon- 
Cohen, for the moft noble Seigneur Hamafci, or Theodore Levite, 
Son of the moft noble Seigneur Hamafci R. Meir. I believe this 
Hannafci Theodore is him mentioned in the Travels of R.Ben? 
jamin, where Narbonne is call'd the Mifirefs of the Z«w r . becaufe 
it fpreadsit felf from this place all over the world, and amongft 
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the ereat Doftours of this Town, he mentions firft of all R. 
lominos, Son of Hannafci, R. Theodore of the Family of David, 
and he farther adds that he was very rich. Monfier de Sancy 
brought this Copy with many others from Confranttnople but I 
havel^en onely one part, which contains the Hiftory of Joflma 
and the other Books which the Jews call Prophetical. 

This Book is writ in a fair, fquare, and well-proportion d 
Character •, it was at firft writ without points from an ancient ma- 
nufcript Copy, but the 7*™, into whole hands it afterwards came, 
have added points, which may eafily be difcoverM by feveral 
marks yet remaining : For they have not onely made this addi- 
tion' but they have wholly reform'd it by the Majforet, and ta- 
ken out of many places Vans and Jod?s, and fome other letters, 
to make it agree with the prefent Copies. There is alio m 
this Copy fewer Keris and Cetibs, that is to fay various readings, 
than in the Majforet Copies but they have corrected it m this 
and many other confiderable places. We cannot attribute the 
variations of this Copy to the Tranfcriber, becaufe, befides that 
it is very exadly writ, the corrections are onely in thofe places 
where it diffcr'd from the Majforet , and where there was no 
errour. Inftead of reforming this Copy by the Majforet it had 
been proper to have reform'd the Majforet by it, and fome 
others which I have feen, where there are fewer Kerit and Ce- 
tibs. Father Morin ought to have followed this method, inftead 
of multiplying of thefc variations. There are alfo fewer of 
thofe letters the Jews call great, little, turn'd upfide downwards, 
mifplac'd, and fuch other niceties which the Jews fuperftitioufly 
obferve in the prefent Bibles. John Viccars, an Englifhman, af- 
firms that, in the ancient manufcripts which he has feen, there 
are none of thefe variations, but he has not fufficiently examin'd 
them, becaufe there is no Manufcript fo exatt but what has fome, 
although in the good and ancient Manufcripts there are fewer 
than in the printed ones. By this means we may in many places 
reftore the Hebrew Text, and take away the ridiculous niceties 
which the Jews have left, and which we to this day keep. 

The Jews ofJmJtenUm have, lately printed a Hebrew Bible in 
twoVolumes in Off*w,with this Title - 7 Biblia Sacra Hebraa correc- 
ta, collatacum antiquiffimis & accHratiffintis exemplaribus Manufcrip- 
tis. Leufden, Hebrew ProfelTour in V tricky who has made a Latin 
Preface before this Edition, mentions the good manufcript Copies 

the 
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the Jews made ufe of } but the reafons lie 'gives for the goodnefs 
of thefe Manufcripts, do all prove them not to bcexaft. He 
quotes firft a Manufcript of the year 1200, where the great and 
little Majforet is. The great is writ with feveral Figures of 
Dogf, Bears, Bulls and other Animals. This Dortour adds that 
all curious pcrfons ought to fee this Copy but I am of another 
opinion, becaufe the Manufcripts where the great Mafforct is 
writ with thefe Figures, arc not exact, and molt of them are in 
German, French, or Italian Characters. The Jcwifli Tranfcri- 
bers in the making of thefe fort of Animals,' hide their own 
faults the better, becaufe it is hard to rcadc the Mafforct thus 
writ, and they are never the more cxad in the Text, where there 
are many failures corrected, which evidently demonftrates a bad 
Copy •, The good Spanifli Manufcripts have none of thefe Figures, 
the Mafforct is writ in the Margin onely, and fo neatly that it may- 
be very eafily read. 

The fame .Leufden quotes another Manufcript which he affirm-; 
was writ at Toledo 900 v^ars ago, and is now kept at Hambourg. 
But any one who has feen many manufcript Copies of the Bible 
will not fo cafily rely upon the teftimony of the Jews. This 
Manufcript, pretended to be writ 900 years ago at Toledo, is a 
forg'd one, and what has occafionM this falfity is, that the Jews 
fomctimes mention in their Books a certain Copy which they call 
the Copy of HUM, which they highly efteem. R. D. Kimhi, 
who has fpoke of it, fays that the Pentateuch of this ancient 
Copy was at Toledo, and that in the Book intitled Juhafin there 
is fpoke of a great perfecution in the Kingdom of Leon in Spain 
in the year 956, and that there was then taken an ancient Copy 
of the Bible writ by R. Hillel, by which they corrected the other 
Copies. 

The fame Authour of the Jnhafm farther adds that he had feen 
one part of it which was fold \\\Afrka,m<\ that thisCopy had been 
writ 9C0 years ago. This is the reafon why this Manufcript is laid 
to be writ above 900 years ago. R . David Ganz. has faid the fame 
thing in his Chronology, and this Kingdom of Leon here fpoken 
of, is not the Town of Lyons in France, as Vorjtws in his Latin 
Tranfiation of this Chronology has aflhm'd, but the Kingdom 
of Leon in Spain. 

It is neccflary we mould more particularly examin this Manu- 
fcript, that we' may take away all prejudice which any one may 

have 
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have for its antiquity, by reafon of the famous name of R. HUM, 
who has impof 'd upon many learned men. Schikardm has af. 
firnfd that this fame HUM, at the return from Captivity, writ 
the Copy which goes under his name. Cuneus makes the Au- 
thour of this Manufcript to be another Hillel, who came from 
Babylon into Syria 60 years before the birth of our Saviour, and 
for this reafon he calls it wneranda antiquitatis Codicem. It is 
ftrange that fo underftanding perfons mould fpeakfo boldly of a 
Copy they had no knowledge of. Father Morin, who had feen 
Manufcripts where the various readings of HUM were mark'd in 
the Margin, has fpoke more exactly, and he.allowsit to be but 
500 years old but the reafons he brings to prove this Copy to be 
but 500 years old are falfe, for he proves it by reafon of the Ma- 
nufcripts, where thefe varieties of HUM are mark'd, being but 
500 years old. The Copy of HUM might be ancient, although 
the various readings were put in the Margins of another Copy, 
which was not above 500 years old. If his argument held good 
the Manufcript of HiUel could not be fo ancient, becaufe the 
marginal Notes of the Copy where they were plac'd, were put in 
fometime after the Copy had been writ. 

We cannot however doubt but that the Copy of HUM is of 
late date, becaufe molt of the various readings of this Copy con- 
fift in little niceties, which have been invented by Grammarians 
but few ages ago. For example, you may fee in the Corjy of 
HUM an Hirich, a Petah, a Dagech, that this word is writ with a 
Camets, or a Petah, with a Scheva without Manic. The moft con- 
fidence variations of this Copy are in the 2 ift Chapterof Jojhua. 
We may then take notice, that fome Jews, to authorife the Maffbr 
ret, where two Verfes of this Chapter are left out, which are in ma- 
ny other Copies, have obferv'd them to be wanting in the Manu- 
fcript of HUM. And they have moreover blotted out thefe two 
Verfes out of the Copy of R. Theodore, which we juft now fpoke of, 
fo certain it is that the Jem make no fcruple of reforming their 
Copies when they find them differ from others which they believe 
to be authentick. As this is a variation of confequence, we mail 
explain it more at large. 

The two Verfes in the 2 ift Chapter of Jofhua which are wan- 
ting in the Majforet Copies are not onely in the Septuagint and 
Vulgar, but alfo in many Hebrew Bibles printed in feveral places. 
Majjius is of opinion that this is an ancient fault fince it is in 

the 
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the Majforet Copy, and he befides obferves that the printed 
Bibles, where thefe two are found, are alfo defective, becaufe 
• the names of Jericho, Jordan, Sanctuary are left out, but the 
name of Sanctuary or City of Refuge, is in the Manufcript of 

R. Theodore. And it is not necellary to mention Jericho or Jor- 
dan, fince they add nothing to the fenfe, and that the four ma- 
terial Towns are exprefs'd. We reade in this Manufcript Of the 
Tribe of Reuben Beffer, City of Refuge, &c. we ought by this rea- 
ding to fupply what is wanting in the other Copies, and we may 
jay that Father Morin is out, where he obferves that the Tranfcri- 
ber, who had writ thefe words at length in the Copy of R. Theo- 
dore, has blotted them out, and put a note in the Margin concer- 
ning the Copy of HUM where they are not. He has not obferv'd 
that the marginal Notes of this .excellent Manufcript were late- 
Ker writ than the Text of that fame Copy, which had been taken 
from another more ancient Copy, which in this differ 'd from the 
Maforet : we ought alfo by this Copy to correct the obfervation 
©f Kimhi, who affirms he had not ieen thofe two Verfes in any 
correct Copy, fince they are not onely in the Manufcript of Theo- 
dore, but alio in fome other good Spanifh Copies ; befides that 
they ought necefiarily to be Inferted, or the fenfe will elfe be 
imperfect. Grotiut affirms with Kimhi that in tiie Copies where 
they are, they have been added and taken from the Chronicles, 
but it is more probable they were at firft writ in the Book of 
Jofhua as well as m the Chronicles, and that afterwards they were 
left out by Tranfcribers. The name of Tribe, which is often repea- 
ted in thefe Verfes, may have occafion'd this fault, and this is ufual 
enough with Tranfcribers, whofe minds are troubled with thefe 
repetitions of the fame words, as we can prove by other examples. 

Befides the Copy of HUM the Jem efteem the Copies of the 
Rabbins Sen Afcher, and Ben Nepthali. Thefe two Doctours are 
commonly fuppof'd to have liv'd about the year 1034 * butk 
would be difficult to tell exactly when they liv'd. Befides Elias 
Levita is of opinion that they were Matters of fome famous Uni- 
verfities. However it is, we need onely reade the various rea- 
dings we have under their names, to be convinc'd that they are 
not very ancient, fince they ufe thofe little niceties of Grammar 
as well as R. HUM. R. Mofes, Son of Maimon, affirms that in fUmb» m m 
his time the Copy of R. Afcher was in great efteem both in Pa- JjjJ;* 
lefiine and v£rypt* that he himfelf had followed it in the Copy 
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of the Law which he had writ for his own private ufe. It is pro- 
bable that thofe who were Heads or Redours of famous Schools, 
apolv'd themfelves to the correfting of the Copies of the Bible, 
and that their Criticifm or Correttion pafs'd current through- 
out a whole Province. This I believe is the reafon whythe Copy 
of R. Ben Afcher is fo famous in iSgyft. R. Mofts affirms that 
this fame Ben Jfcher fpent many years m corroding of his Copy, 
and that he review'd it feveral times. This has made the Jem 
be divided into Eaftern and Weftern by reafon of the various rea- 
dings of the Scripture. The Eaftern Jews were thofe of Babylon^ 
and the Weftern thofe of Jerufalem. 

There is printed a Catalogue of all thefe variations, as well 
of R. Jfcher and Nepthall, as of the Eaftern and Weftern Jem. 
Thofe who cannot reade them take thefe variations to be of im- 
portance but molt of them confift onely in trifles ; and befides 
the manufcript Copies of thefe Catalogues which I have feen agree 
not always with the printed ones. Others on the contrary,who find 
thefe variations to be of no confequejice, fancy the Hebrew Text 
to be very correct, without obferving that for theunderftandmg 
of the ftate of the Hebrew Text, we muft run a little higher up. 
When thefe variations were mark'd out, the Hebrew had at that 
time been reform'd by the Majforet Jews, of which we lhall here- 
after fpeak. 

The Rabbins fay that the Jews of Jerufalem followed the Copy 
of Ben Jfcher, and that thofe of Babylon made ufe of that of 
Ben Nepthall. R. Jona, one of the chief of the JewiUi Gramma- 
rians, follow'd the Copy of Jerufalem, which without doubt is 
Ben AfcherH-, and thus the Jews have been divided as to their 
Copies ; but the reformations are but of late, and they fancy 
there are others yet greater, which have not ferioufly beencon- 
fider'd. We ought however from thence to infer that the He- 
brew Text is not wholly free from faults, fince famous Rabbins, 
and the chief of Univerfities have fpent time in making it more 
exact even after the Majforet correction. 

\ 
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CHAP. XXIII. 

The manufcript Copies of the Text of the Bible particularly 
confiderd. Rife of the various, readings, which proceed 
from the different ways of writing the Manufcripts. 

I Thought it would be more ufefull to make here fome reflec- 
tions upon the manufcript Copies of the- Bible in general, 
than to be tedious in the fumming of them up one by one. In 
diftinguilhing then the good Manufcrirrts from the bad, we are to 
take care that the Character be plain, well-proportion'd, and 
that there is nothing extraordinary in it. Leufden Ihews his ig- 
norance in this point, by commending que of the Manufcripts 
which had been made ufe of in the Edition of the Holland Bible, 
which we have already Ipoke of, becaufe the Capital Letters 
were writ in Gold. But the Jews would never fuffer any Copies 
in their Synagogues without the Letters were all writ in Ink. 
Private perfons however took greater liberty in the copying out 
of the Books they intended for their private ufe. I have feen a Ma- 
nufcript which had 24 Books of the Bible, which had been writ 
at Perpigtan in the year 1300 in a neat Character } however 
the Tranfcriber had put at the end of the letters certain little 
points for ornaments fake ; and this way of adorning of letters, 
which I have found in fome manufcript Copies, has occafion'a 
much confufion, forafmuchas thefe little points have made feve- 
ral letters alike. For example, the letters Beth, Daleth, Refch, 
and Caph, when they have thefe little points at top, which en- 
cline downwards, are eafily miftaken for the letter Mem ; and 
Mem may eafily be taken for The Daltth for Heth, &c. In com- 
paring the Septuagint Tranflation with the prefent Hebrew Text, 
we fhall find many of thefe examples. As in the 19th Chapter of 
Jojhua and the 21ft Verfe, inftead of Seba as it is in the Hebrew, 
the Septuagint have read in their Copy Sema by changing the 
Beth into Mem. We may afcribe to this way of writing fome of 
the various readings which are call'd Keri and Cetib, many of 
them being cauf'd by the changing of Beth into Phe, Bethmtb 
Mem, Caph into Phe, Sec. There are Manufcripts where Daleth 
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of the Law which he had writ for his own private ufe. It is pro- 
bable that thole who were Heads or Re&ours of famous Schools, 
apply'd themfelves to the correcting of the Copies of the Bible, 
and that their Criticifm or Correction pafs'd current through- 
out a whole Province. This I believe is the reafon why the Copy 
of R. Ben Jfcher is fo famous in vSgypt. R. Mofes affirms that 
this fame Ben Afcher fpentmany years in correcting of his Copy, 
and that he review'd it feveral times. This has made the Jews 
be divided into Eaftern and Weftern by reafon of the various rea- 
dings of the Scripture. The Eaftern Jem were thofe of Babylon^ 
and the Weftern thofe of Jerufalem. 

There is printed a Catalogue of all thefe variations, as well 
of R. Afcher and Nepthali, as of the Eaftern and Weftern Jews. 
Thofe who cannot reade them take thefe variations to be of im- 
portance i but moft of them confift onely in trifles j and befides 
the manufcript Copies of thefe Catalogues which I have feen agree 
not always with the printed ones. Others on the contrary,who find 
thefe variations to be of no confequence, fancy the Hebrew Text 
to be very correct, without obferving that for the underftanding 
of the ftate of the Hebrew Text, we muft run a little higher up. 
Wheh thefe variations were mark'd out, the Hebrew had at that 
time been reform'd by the Maflbret Jews, of which we mail here- 
after fpeak. 

The Rabbins fay that the Jews of Jerufalem followed the Copy 
of Ben Afcher, and that thofe of Babylon made ufe of that of 
Ben Nepthali. R, Jona, one of the chief of the Jewifli Gramma- 
rians, follow'd the Copy of Jerufalem- which without doubt is 
Ben Afcher's •, and thus the Jews have been divided as to their 
Copies j but the reformations are but of late, and they fancy 
there are others yet greater, which have not ferioufly beencon- 
fider'd. We ought however from thence to infer that the He- 
brew Text is not wholly free from faults, fince famous Rabbins, 
and the chief of Univerfities nave fpent time in making it mare 
exact even after the M*ff°ret correction. 
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CHAP. XXIIL 

The manufcript Copies of the Text of the Bible particularly 
confiderd. Rife of the various readings, which proceed 
from the different ways of writing the Manufcripts. 

I Thought it would be more ufefull to make here fome reflec- 
tions upon the manufcript Copies of the- Bible in general, 
than to be tedious in the fumming of them up one by one. In 
diftinguifhing then the good Manuscripts from the bad, we are to 
take care that the Character be plain, well-proportion'd, and 
that there is nothing extraordinary in it. Leufden fhews his ig- 
norance in this point, by commending qne of the Manufcripts 
which had been made ufe of in the Edition of the Holland Bible, 
which we have already (poke of, becaufe the Capital Letters 
were writ in Gold. But the Jews would never fuffer any Copies 
in their Synagogues without the Letters were all writ in Ink. 
Private perfons however took greater liberty in the copying out , 
of the Books they intended for their private ufe. I have feen a Ma- 
nufcript which had 24 Books of the Bible, which had been writ 
at Perpignan in the year 1300 in a neat Character however 
the Tranfcriber had put at the end of the letters certain little 
points for ornaments fake j and this way of adorning of letters, 
which I have found in fome manufcript Copies, has occafion'a 
much confufion, forafmuch as thefe little points have made feve- 
ral letters alike. For example, the letters Beth, Daleth, Refch, 
and Caph, when they have thefe little points at top, which cn- 
cline downwards, are eafily miftaken for the letter Mem ; and 
Mem may eafily be taken for The ; Daleth for Heth, &c. In com- 
paring the Septuagint Tranflation with the prefent Hebrew Text, 
we (hall find many of thefe examples. As in the 19th Chapter of 
Jojhuaand the 21ft Verfe, inftead of Seba as it is in the Hebrew, 
the Septuagint have read in their Copy Sema by changing the 
Beth into Mem. We may afcribe to this way of writing fome of 
the various readings which are calPd Keri and Cetib, many of 
them being cauf'd by the changing of Beth into Phe, Bet hinto 
Mem, Caph into Phe, &C. There are Manufcripts where Daleth 
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and Refch have points upon the top of them, which make them 
hard to be diftinguifh'd from Lamed. 

There is another way of writing of Copies which has occafion'd 
many various readings. Some Tranfcribers at the end of a line 
huddle the letters to one upon another that it is hard to diftin- 
euifh Caph at the end from a Vau ; on the contrary, when Tran- 
fcribers have too much room they make the Van bigger, and then 
it may be taken for Caph at the end of a line., fad is fometimes 
for the fame reafon taken for Caph. The letters being too much 
prefs'd one upon another, one may eafily miftake He for Hetk. 
We moreover reade Zain for Daleth ; and it is very difficult to 
diftinguilh Caph at the end of a line from Zain. Nun and Van 
join'd together ate fometimes taken for Mem. I have obferv'd 
another fort of variety, which proceeds from the Tranfcribers 
ruling their Parchment for to write ftreight, fo that the Pen 
letting down thereupon often changes one letter into another. 
For example, from the letter He a Mm may be made, the He 
being clofed at the bottom. After the fame manner of a Refch 
or Daleth one may make a Beth, 

I pafs by feveral other alterations which we have examples of 
in old manufcript Copies of the Hebrew. Text of the Bible, and 
in ancient Tranflations. Which makes me think that the Jem 
were not always fo exaft in the writing of their .Copies as they 
are at prefent. It is probable that the Jewifli Do'&ours did not 
make all thofe rules we have already fpofce of till they found how 
confufd, their Copies were, but they could not wholly correct 
them. For as the genius of the Tongue remains Ilill the fame, 
the Writers are frill fubje&to the fame faults and by the Manu- 
fcripts which we have at prefent we may eafily difcover the faults 
of the ancient ones, and by this means give reafons of the vari- 
ous readings. It is true that the Jews at prefent «e very exacl; 
in the writing of their Copies, by which we may correct the 
others : but thefe new Copies are not to be look'd upon, as an 
infallible rule, fince before that time the Jews, had very much 
neglected their Books, and that heretofore all their Manufcripts 
were very confuf'd* we cannot correft this diforder but by dili- 
gently obferving the caufes of the various readings, by preferring 
thofe which make the belt fenfe or are backed with the greatel 
nwnber.of Copies. 

Th8 
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The Jews would have done well to have mark'd in the Margin 
of their Copies the various readings in the moft ancient Manu- 
fcripts, as tome have done, but that is rare. We. might by this 
means have fhewn that the Septuagint and other ancient Inter- 
preters had reafon fometimes to reade otherwife than we at pre- 
fent do in our Hebrew Copies. I have, in reading tome Spanifh 
Manufcripts, obferv'd feveral fuch varieties as S. Jerom takes no- 
tice of in his Epiftle to Juma and Frttella. For example, the 
name of Jehova is fometimes twice repeated, as in the beginning 
of Pfalm 16 we reade twice after this manner in a good Spanifh 
Manufcript the word Lord, Thou haft faid to the Lord, Lord thou 
art and in the 30th Chapter of Exjekiel the fame word Jehova is 
twice repeated thus : The day of the Lord draws nigh, and the day, 
of the Lord draws nigh. The word col, which fignifies all, is 
fometimes left out in the Copies and in other places it is added. 
But it is to no purpofe to obferve thefe various readings which 
alter not the fenfe, and are generally occafion'd by Tranfcribers 
who often repeat the fame words twice. 

There are others which alter the fenfe, as fbme words which, 
have, been put one for another, wherein the Septuagint differs 
very much from the prefent Hebrew Text. There is an ancient 
Copy which obferves in the Margin that in the fixth Chapter of 
the nrft Book of Chronicles, inftead of Michael there were fome 
Manufcripts which read Malacias. The changing of Genders, 
Numbers, and Perfous, which is ufual in the Septuagint, may 
alio be found in fome Hebrew Manufcript*. The negative par- 
ticles, and the word et which in Hebrew denotes the accufativc * 
Cafe, are not always in thofe Manufcripts as they are in our Co- 
pies wherefore when this falls out both in the Septuagint and. 
other ancient Tranflations, we ought to fufpend our judgment till 
we find. which agrees beft with the truth . 

For example, we reade according to the prefent Hebrew in. 
the firft Book ofChronicles Chap. 2. Ver. 48. Pileget Caleb Maaca, C ht,n. 1, 
jalad Seber, which the Septuagint and Vulgar has tranflated, Ma-. 48. 
achah Caleb's Concubine bare Shelf ar y and confequently inftead of 
Jalad we ought to reade Jaleda in the Fteminine, becaufc the 
the word Concubine is Eceminine in the Hebrew. This laft reading 
agrees with an ancient Spaniih Manufcript * but fbme modern 
Interpreters, following exactly the prefent Hebrew, have tranfi 
lated by way of Paraphrafe, Mnachah Caleb's Concubine + of whom* 
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he begat Shcban \ The Text ought ratherto have been corrected 
by the Septuagint and vulgar Tranflations. Iri the fame Spanifh' 
Copy we reade in 2 Chron, Chap. 3. Ver. 19. Bene Jcrnbabel in 
the plural, the Children of Jerubabel, whereas both in ours and 
the Majforet Copies it is Ben Jcrubabel in the lingular. But both 
the fenfe and Septuagint Tranflation, as well as feveral other 
places of the fame Chapter, plainly fhew that we ought to reade 
Bene in the plural. 

Befides thefe variations there are yet greater- whereof we may 
find examples in Manufcripts which have not been carefully co- 
pied out. The Writers, who are negligent in tranferibing of 
their Copies, fometimes leave out whole periods^ efpecially when 
they meet with two the fame words a little diftance one from 
another, they take the latter, and leave out the fenfe betwixt. 
I have feen examples of thefe faults in a Copy writ in large and 
fair German Characters, where there has been fome Pronouns 
left out. We ought to lay afide thefe fort of Manufcripts, and 
keep to thole which have been writ by learned and exadl Tran- 
fcribers. The modern Manufcripts may indeed be eafily correc- 
ted, but the ancient ones cannot, wherein we find thele fort of 
miftakes, and they are.fo ancient that we can find no other Co- 
pies whereby to correct them. I am of opinion we ought to af- 
cribe hereto moft of the imperfect Genealogies in the Chronicles 
andtheBookof£/#7v«. There are, for example, fix Generati- 
ons left out in the 7th 4 Chapter of Efdras and the 3d Verfe, which 
may be fuppiy'd by the 1 ft of Chronicles and the 6th Chapter, 
where the lame Genealogy is fully fet down. Now it is plain 
that in the 7th Chapter of Efdrat the Tranfcriber has left out 
what was between the two fame words Achitob, and that he took 
the latter. 

I have alfp obferv'd in reading this German Manufcript, that 
whole numbers have been left out in the Chronology, and this 
omiffioncan onely be afcribed to the Tranfcribefs imagination, 
who eafily miftake when words are twice repeated in the fame 
place. I lhall onely give one example, which is in the 3d Chap- 
ter of Genefis and the 3 ift Verfe, where we reade Seva Vefiveim 
fana, it feva meoth fana, that is to fay, feventy feven years, the 
Tranfcriber has onely writ fevawji veim fana } and as the word 
fana was twice repeated, he has jom'd the latter with what fol- 
lowed and left out the words betwixt. I am therefore of opinion 
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that we ought partly to afcribe this variety in Chronology to 
this repetition of words which confounds the Tranfcriber's fancy. 
I know that fome affirm that the Tranfcribers h?ve put one let- 
ter for another, and that from thence has proceeded the diffe- 
rence in numbers, becaufe the Hebrews as well as Greeks uPd 
no other Cyphers but their letters i but the Jews writ the num- 
bers in the Text of the Bible by words at length, and not by 
either cyphers or letters - 7 and it is probable that they have not 
differM herein. 

I do not think it neceflary here to fpeak of fome Copies which 
the Jews affirm are as ancient as Efdras , becaufe whatever is 
hereupon faid is fictitious, and it would be hard to find at prefent 
any Hebrew Manufcript of the Bible above 900 years old. We 
ought alfo to reckon that fabulous which the Samaritans tell us 
concerning the antiquity of a Copy of the Law which they fey 
was writ in Fhineaf* time. It is very hard to think that the Jews 
could preferve any ancient Copies through fo many calamities 
and banifliments, befides that lome ages fince they reform'd them 
all by the Majforet ; and they value not thofe which agree nofwith 
it. Befides the old manufcript Copies of the Bible are riury'd 
with the Do&ours. I take no notice here of the varieties in the 
ancient Copies concerning the letters Meph and or concer- 
ning the letters which the Grammarians call full and deficient, 
becaufe they are enough to fill a Volume. The Jews own thefe 
divers readings but they fay the Mafforet ought tobethcirrtile. 
R.Menahem Lonzjwo has collected .-'a great many of them from s«t< v»u, . 
ieveral manufcript Copies \ but as thele varieties con lift general- 
ly but in niceties of Grammar relating to the points and accents, 
we need not fet them here down, fince in the ancient Copies there 
were neither points nor accents. 

We might alfo make a.CataJogue of.ohe various readings in the 
printed Bibles much larger than neither father -Morinh or; Ludo* 
vkus Capellm's ; but this would bean unneceffary"Work confifting 
onely in niceties. The printed Bibles have been taken from mo- 
dern Copies. 

Lindantu and fome other Authours have affirm'dthat there was li„j. ,'. 
in England an ancient Hebrew Pfalter, which differs from' ours at 
prefent, and wa&ftoit 9^0 years ago, and that it agreed pretty ' 
well with the vulgar Latin one. \ But Ifnac Levita has (hewn that J?"^*"' " 
this Manufcript was a feign'd Copy, and that it was rither. 

Latin 
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Ari«Mont. Latin Hebrew than in true and real Hebrew. 
t°T td ' who has feen this Copy, affirms that it was writ by fome Chn- 
Pl ' A ° 3, ftian, who knew how to write Hebrew and that it was full of 
faults, Wherefore we ought toexamin the Hebrew Manufcripts, 
which we oppofe the Jews with, as if they had falfifyd their 
Books -, Butbecaufe the Jews at prefer* correft all the various 
readings in the Hebrew Copies of the- Bible by the Maflbret, we 
ought particularly to treat thereupon. 
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Of the Maflbret. The different opinions of the Jews and 
Chriftians hereupon. What we ought to believe. 

M Any call the Hebrew Copy of the Bible* which weat pre- 
fer* make ufe of, the Maflbret Copy, becaufe they affirm 
that certain perfons call'd Majforets have corrected the ancient 
Copies, and reduc't them to the order they are at prefcnt in. 
For the better underftanding this laft reformation of the Jew, it 
is neceflary for us to explain what the Maflbret figmfies. 

The word Maflbret properly fignifies Tradition, as if the 
Criticifm of the Hebrew Text, which the Tm call Maflbret^ 
was onely a Tradition wich they had receiv'd from their Fathers. 
Buxtorf, who follow'dthis ftudy for feveral years together, has 
defin'd it, A critical Doctrine upon the HebrewText, invented by 
the ancient Jewifh Dottours, whereby they have counted theverfes, 
. words, and letters of the Text and oh ferv'd all the waneties the bet- 
ter to preferve them from changing. Every one ; knows that the 
Maflbret is a criticifm upon the Hebrew Text, but men agree not 
about the time it was Jirft invented in, nor that it ferves for a 
fence to the Law, as the Jem fay, to defend it from any changes 
which may happen. Buxtorf\m took what he has writ hereupon 
from the Jem, who are not altogether to be believM. becaufe 
they are very ignorant even of their own Hiftory, and are too 
much conceited of the prefervation of their Text, as if they onely 
Jiad had the fecret of hindring their holy Books from being 
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chang'd, which certainly would be a fpecial privilege, which 
the Ghriftians have not had as to the New Teftament ; thus there 
is nothing but oftentation in what Buxtorf fays concerning the 
Mafloret out of the Jewifh Dottours. And we fball hereafter Ihew 
that the Maflbret, which the Jews have fo high a veneration for, 
has not more carefully been kept than the Greek, Latin and Ara- 
bick Books. 

Father Marin, and Ludovicus Capeltus, who are of a contrary Morin ,* 
opinion to Buxtorf \ have fpoke too paflionately againft the Maf- c%7«,* >£. 
firet., which they feem to be prejudiced againft. They have how- a**-.' 
ever plainly Ihewn, that we cannot attribute either to Efdras or 
any other Aflembly in his time what the Jews afcribe to the Maf- 
foret. Aria* Montana* had treated in fliort upon this matter be- 
£orQ~Buxtorf', but he fpoke of a thing he did not under/land.. 
Molt of the Proteftants nave blindly followed Buxtorf 's opinion, 
not being able to judge throughly herein. Walton however, who w^tton 
is a judicious perfon, and not led away by pallion, has followed Jjjjf 
the opinion of Ludovicus Capellm j and although he underftood 
not throughly all the difficulties herein, he was underftanding 
enough to diftinguifh truth from what was falfe. As for the 
Rabbins, we oughtto prefer the judgment of Eliot Levito herein 
before all others *, becaufe he is the onely Jew who has rightly 
ftudy'd this point. # 

Since then I examin the Mafforet as an Hiftorian and without 
prejudice, no one ought to wonder that I follow neither Buxtorf 
nor .Father MorinH nor Ludovicus Capellus y $ opinion. I have read 
the Mafforet my felf and, having tranflated molt of it for my pri- 
vate ufe, am of opinion that, although there are abundance of 
frivolous niceties, yet, there are many Rules which may be of 
great ufe for the reconciling of the ancient Tranflations with the 
modern ones. 

Eliot Levita, in a Book upon this Subject, agrees with the other 
Jews that Efdras, at the return from Captivity, rc-eftabliuYd the 
Books of the Scripture j but: he denies, againft the common opi- 
nion of the Jews, that Efdras was the Authour of the vowel- 
points, accents, and feveral other things in the prefcnt Hebrew 
Text. He affirms that they were invented by the Jewifh Dodtours 
of Tiberias, which was one of their moft famous Univerfities ; 
he however adds that this Criticifm was not all made atone time 
nor by the fame Dodours,but it had been a compofing by little and 
little for fome ages. X Many 
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Many learned Criticks amongft the Chriftians have been of 
Elm Levitt's opinion, and have given many other reafcns to 
lhew that what the Jews ufually make Efdras the Authour of was- 
not invented even in S. Jcrom's time. 

As for £/i « LwiVs making the of r#W to be Au- 
thours of good part of this Maffortt that is very probable, becaufe 
that in S. £p/>/*Ws and S. yw^ time thellmverfity of Ttbe- 
rim was counted one of the beft the Jervs had for the Hebrew 
Tongue. S. Jerom had a Jewifh Doftour from this School or 
Univerfity to iaftruft him ffi the holy Tongue, and to help him 
». to tranflate fomc Books of the Bible. It was alio a y«r> or J tbt- 
% N ! C - riot, who, undtr the R6ign of Leon Jfturicits, adviPd an 
" Arabian Prince, to fet out fome Decrees againfl: the Images of the 
M>rin «. Chriftians. Father /Mr/» however aideavours to prove that 
th of Tl y erjas wcre t i ie dulleft and moft ignorant Jew, efpeci- 
ally as to the Hebrew Tongue : but he has not took notice that 
we fpeak not here of the people of Tiberias, or any other Galile- 
ans, who fpoke Hebrew very ill, but of a School of Dortours in 
that place eftablifh'd. , 
iW. nAr. jWw/frr, having writ to Lww, who. was then at ^f'» 
u.«<Munft. concerning the Jem of Tiberias, receivMthis anfwer from hum 
that R. Jona one of the firft Grammarians valu'd the JewsQtTtbe- 
rias above all others for their knowledge in the Hebrew Tongue, 
which they pronoune'd better than the others of their Nation; 
and befides that Aben Efra was of opinion that they had invented 
the points and accents which are in the Hebrew Text of the Bible, 
suitotf Buxtorf the Son has nevertnelefs endeavourM to reconcile Aben 
cone. £ r r<t > s opinion with what the other Jews commonly think but 
7S l "" a 'v}Q find the clear contrary in the Books which this Rabbin has 
writ callM Tfahut, Mozjiaim, and in his Commentaries upon the 
holy Scripture. *i. 
Motin <». Father Morin has given us fomc; general llluftrations upon the 
Majforet, but he fometimes therein inveighs too much againfl: 
the Jem, and he makes Aben Efra to fay fome things which arc 
not in his Works, as'he there relates them. For example, he 
affirms that Aben Efra, in his Book intituled Jefud Mora, calls 
the Majforet a Work full of difficulties, hard oueftions, and ! ob-. 
fcuritics. But he underftood not this Rabbin's words which he 
quotes otherwife than they are in the manufmpt Copy, whence 
he pretends to have them- He has chang'd the letter Daletb into. 

Rejca^ 
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Keftk, aad inftoad' of reading tfabmaiUm, as it is in the Manu- 
fcript, he has read Nehmarim t we ought then, according to Fa- 
ther Morin, to tranflate Nonnutti funt ex DoBis & fapientibus 
lfrad % quorum omnis fciemia verfatur in cognitione Majfora & figno- 
rum ejus diffieilium & enigmatumobfeurorum, but to tranflate truly 
we ought to fay, Jn cognitione Majfora & fignorum ejus honor abtlf 
nniy & figmrum tjus defideratiffmorum. It is true that Aben Efra 
in other places feems not to value the Majforet, whofe reafons he 
fays are childifh ; but he then blames onely fome allegorical rear 
fonsof the Majforet, and fome niceties which are too much eftce- 
med. We ought indeed to keep the medium with this learned 
Jew, and value in the Majforet onely what is worthy our efteem. 

Jw Efra defign'd, in his Book intituled Jefud Mora, chiefly 
to commend Tradition or the oral Law : wherefore in the be- 
ginning he {peaks of moft Sciences which he values not at all, 
unlefs we ftudy the true Divinity, which according to him is 
grounded upon Tradition : and for thisreafon he compares the 
Majforet s, who have counted the verfes, words and letters of the 
Text of the Bible, to them who fhonld count the pages of a phy- 
itcalBook, without applying any thing eife to the fick perfon. 
He fpeaks not there absolutely and in general, but onely in rela- 
tion to the ftudy of Divinity and he affirms that they who ftudy 
the Majfom without reading of the Talmud, wherein their Tradi- 
tions ace contained, are much like thefe-fort of people. He 
fpeaks as much of the other Sciences, and therefore Father Mo- 
rin had no reafon to think that thefe words of Aben Efra destroy- 
ed the Majforet, which prove that the Majforet is of no ufe with- 
out we underftand the true Divinity. Aben Efra lookM upon 
the Majforet as a criticifme madefy learned Jews who throughly 
underftood the Hebrew Tongue. 

Buxtorf, and moil of the other Authours who have took out of 
the Rabbins £ooks What they have writ concerning th&lfaforet, 
Jiavemot (erioufly confider'd thofe Rabbins ways of {peaking. As 
Jfhe^w ofteem any thing which belongs to them they commend 
it at an extraordinary rate , without confidering whether they 
ipeaktrueornoi and when they meet with any difficulty which 
they cannot refolve, they conceal their ignorance under thefpe- 
(Cious title of Tradition. . They immediately fly to Mo fit or elfe 
10 Efdras, whom they make flhc Authours of what they underftand 
noL Hence if is that the Rabbins have fo highly praif'd the 

X 2 Mtjforet. 
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Magna. Wc ought however to value this Crkfcifm upon the 
Hebrew Textfince it was made by learned Jews, who have con- 
fulted the belt Copies they could find, and their calling of it the 
Mtfom fufficiently (hews that they have followed Tradition as 
their principal Rule. 

Although the way of reading Hebrew was fix'd by cuftom, yet 
it was not really fo in it felf, and the Doctours of the School of 
Tiberias thought it necellary to fix this cuftom by certain marks 
which they introduce in the Hebrew Text. We cannot however 
fay that the reading of their time, and in their Province has al- 
ways been the fame, becaufe it is certain that the Septuagmt, 
and other ancient Interpreters have fometimes read other- 
wife than the Mafforets have done. S. Jerom> who was nearer 
their time, and hr.d been inftruded by the Jem of this School, 
comes nigher their way of reading the Hebrew Text, and this 
Tradition does not feem to have been always certain, but that 
it has been chang'd according to different times and places. 
We ought to judge of the correction of the Bible made by the 
Jews of Tiberias as we do of other good Books, which have been 
printed from good Manufcripts and reviewed by learned Criticks. 
This hinders us not however from reviewing and correcting of 
Levtt. in them again by the fame rules of Criticifm. Elias Levita affirms 
\i a Hf> that the Hebrew Text was faulty till the Mafforets had correAed 
it. To which we mayradd that thofe Jem have not cleared it of 
all its faults, and that fince they were not infallible in their 
correction, we ought to look upon it oncly as a Work of learned 
Criticks. We may farther add that in tome places they have 
rather followM their own conjectures than a true Tradition^ 
which we may eafily perceive by examining the pointing of fome 
words which is wholly irregular, and efpeoally in proper names. 
For example, is there any thing more ridiculous than the Greek 
word ukyios, which the Mafforets have pointed as if we ought to 
reade Dariaues. They have not exprefs d this word as the Chal- 
deans pronoune'd it, which I believe was heretofore Dara ; but 
they have declin'd this and feveral other words as the Greeks did, 
which they have afterwards pointed after an odd falhion. It is 
probable that the Jews were not the firft Authours of the Mafforet, 
but perhaps they might borrow it from the Mahometans, who 
have fuch a one upon the Alcoran. Thefe laft were oblig'd to fix 
the reading of their Alcoran by certain vowel-points, which they 

added 
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added to hlndeff dilutes which might arife concerning the dif- 
ferent way of reading this Book. And the time when the Ara- 
bians fixM this reading agrees well enough with that of the Jew- 
ift Mafforet in relation to the vowel-points in the Text of the 
Bible. But we ihali treat of this hereafter in fpeaking of the 
Jewifli Grammarians, who are al(b beholden to the Arabians for 
their Grammar. Let us now more particularly explain theMaf 
font, and after what manner it is compof'd. 
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7%'e Maflbret more Particularly explain V. The ufefuff Rules 
therein contained, whence we may jujlifie the ancient Tranfi 
lations of the Scripture. 

THE Mafforet was not always in the fame form and method 
as we at prefent find k in the great Hebrew Bibles of Venice 
and Baft. It was invented by little and little by Doctours who 
put their obfervations, in the margin of their Copies, as Criticks 
ufually do, or elle in other Books apart. ,Moft of thefe obferva- 
tions have in feries of time been collected,: which make, the body 
of the Majforet as it is at prefent. Eliot Levita {peaks of a Book u»ir. in 
which treats excellently well upbn ^is Subject, ahdtheprefcnt jjj? 
Majforet has chiefly been taken out of this. Book, part of which 
has been put in the margins of the Bibles we juft now fpoke of, 
and the reft at the end of the fame Bibles. I never faw any ma- 
nufcript Copy of the Bible where it was entire. But the Tranf- 
fcripers have onely copied out fome places, and thole confuted^ 
enough and in very little Characters; Tfofirtt who publiflm 
it was a certain Jew of Tunis, caljtt Jacob Bennaum, who, be- 
ing forc't to flie his Country, retir'd to Venice, where he care- 
fully collected what he could out of feveral Manufcripts. Bom- 
her gut printed this Work with a great Hebrew Bible, which con* 
tain'd the Chaldee Text, and fome Rabbins Coxnraentaries.upbni 
the holy Scripture* ., , 

This. 
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■a/rtfr mite* * ««y dlvided ^iajeote.: 

IS nf the Bible betwixt the Hebrew Text und Chaldean Para- 
& J* The Kreat one is pact above part below the margins of 
t^Text andSeS 

the l ext, ana ;™" c "" aml rt t k° e end 0 f the Bible as a fepa? 
writ in fquare letters, ana pare ax ^ ac ^ t jjAjL, 
Tie Wort, wiMch is «he teafon why «tasfgrcaft , yl/^m is drttMH 
IWoMnto the JMfer Of the Tei^ and ^ 
8 j r XI : o/s/vV The ftvle is verv hard \ for befides that it is 

Si«le^S(. H.V» L«»« and S^3ave made Books 
felted 

the Jew* tWelves-utiderftand, and it as natd to meet witn any 

<w thaf It the end of the Bibles of Venice and the great 
%$£h P ^d adding to the order ofthe Hebrew £pha- 
bit and every letter has certain letters apply'd unto it, wherein 
confiftfthrXle contrivance of this Maforet. For example, 
Se firlSle Whte¥ falls under m -Urn*. ^w^xprtKW, 
r&!^S^(P%S^ Wttfenll- »*«* : tl» #wfe<wh«ie they are, are 

thc -S of tte Bible are not writ according to the ufual 
ll J^^r^^inRWmu and others lefs than generally 
Sl^Sfrhc mg*r«, have marfcM thenvont, 
^A^lZ«\«mkk& M4or«\ wiherettere is a Catalogue 
of^fe ymyating^ 

Sacerthey quotedbut by fettingdown tje words of theText, 
^Sttme&MlQgVhoe they were, wteefore we ought al- 
wavs to have attebrew Concordance of the Scripture by us > For 
SSle thev^uote the firft Verfcof Chnnittes, which begins 
SRrea^^ by giving onely the words of the^tf-ft, 

onely give us thofc other words B erefm b*r« Ehhm. Unlcfi we 
can fay almoft by heart the holy Scripture it « hard to underftand 

^^faSerwards'give uVthis Other rule,'CAlphabet'of litite 
letters! and the places where they are are r«kr«,m thefceg*n-> 
nio$ of Leviticus, Beth hM Chimel venous, &c. that is to toy, 
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there is a JhtFe'J*^ in the word Mtik in the 36th Chapter of 
the Proverbs, and the 15th Vcrfe^ and a little Ghimcl in the word 
Gous in the 7th Chapter" of Job and the 5th Verfe. But for fear 
of being tedious by giving many of thefe unneceflary rules, I /hall 
onely fay in general, that the Mffirets have found the way of 
marking all the words of the Text as -they ought to be writ, and 
for this reafon they made certain Alphabets which they redue'd 
theft words to. 

Although there are many unneceflary niceties in the^iflW, 
there are however many good rules which have not been ferionfly 
enough confider'd, by which we may defend the ancient Inter- 
preters Translations, wherti they read otherwife than we do in 
the prefent Hebrew Text, which may be feen by the following 
examples. 

There are feventecn words where the Meph is pronoune'd •, 
and the places wherein they are, are Va-jibiafaph (Exodus 6. 24 J 
T*m»y (Levit. 23 . 1 7 .) and fo of the reft, 1 On the contrary there 
are fixteen places where the Mtph is notfj ; arid thole" places atefet 
down in the 2d of Kings and the 1 6th Chapter. : 

By applying this 1 rule and fome otheiHRich like to the ancient 
Tranflations we may eafily juftifie them in fome places where they 
feem to difagree with the Mtjforet Copy. may make ufe of 
thefe rules of the Majfirets in general, without particularly ta- 
king notice where they apply them, and' we J mjry< extend t>r limit 
them as we find occanon : Ifthe Mtforet had examined the ancient 
Tranflations they would perhaps have apply'd their roles other- 
wife than they have done. Wherefore we have the liberty of ex- 
tending or limiting thefe fame rules upon the various readings 
of the old Copies which were uPd in the making of thefe ancient 
Tranflations. This MaxJme isfo true that Jtkp Etfa'KiMhi, and 
fevtral other Rabbins, who have literally explain'd tht Scripture, 
have apply 'd the Mtjforet rules to places where the Mdffbms hzQ. t 
not. • " 

We may then take the fame liberty, without keeping fo fcru-. 
puloufly to the prefent Hebrew Text,a'nd then we need not forfake 
the ancient lnterpreters>(b often as'the modern Ones have done. . 
It would have been well If the molt ufefuirrules ofthe M«fcret 
had been fet down w the Hebrew Diclionaries, and had been ap- 
ply'd to the molt proper places. Twelve words where Aleph tt 
the end ought not to be read, and the places where they are, are 

mark'd'.; 
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toarkM in the 3d Chapter of D*niel y and in the Pa rafca, or Sec. 
tion Schaiah. We may make the fame ufe of this rule as of the 
foregoing one. * , , 

" There are thirteen pair of words whereof one is writ with an 
Jleph zt the end and the other with an He, .and the places where 
they are fet down in the 10th Pf Hrn. % 

This laft rule, as alfomoft of the others, without doubt pro- 
ceeds from the various readings in the rnanufcript Copies. Now 
as the Majforets Criticifm were not infallible, we ought to prefer 
the ancient Interpreters Copies before them, and follow their 
rules when they furnilh us with a better fenfe. Without making 
a long Catalogue, Ifliallonely fay in general, that the Majforet 
runs over all the letters of the Hebrew Alphabet, and particular- 
ly obfer ves how many times every word is writ with one letter for 
another. For example, it has counted how many words there 
are where He is put inftead of Van, Aleph for Am, Refch for Da* 
leih-i ?od for Vm, and fo for the reft. 

5ome Jewing Transcribers write thefe Catalogues at the be- 
ginning and end of. thfcir Copies of the Bible, and they add the 
other, variations, ■ caltf?, ; by Ben After and Sen Nepthali, the Ea- 
ftern and Weftern, as we have already obferv'd in the Copy of 
Per finnan. The' ; Jew who copy'd out the various readings of this 
manuTcript ; Bibi? affirms, that they had been infpired by God 
into thote wh^ writ them * hut we needjhave no great judgment 
to difcern that tliis i ijsjhe, work of, fome Criticks, and what is 
yet more'ftrange is that the fame Authour affirms, that although 
there are fome letters tranfpbf'd in many words of the Scripture, 
they make no alteration at} all, becaufe the Prophet, fays he, who 
is trie Authour of thefe tranfpofitions, could not be miftaken. 
He moreover affirms that there are ,4*7 words in the Scripture 
which are mjfplac'd, and if we will fbelieve him God is the Au- 
thor of this, confuf^ . . , 

Thus the Jews' often contradict experience and fenfe to follow 
without any reafon fome prejudices which thejf arc poflfefs'd with. 
This errour proceeds from their being .prepofiefs'd ihat jE/i/r/w 
and fome Doaours of h|s $ime werethr Authour^ bfafl the varia- 
tions m the Afajfyret, a^djthatrcortfequently they cannot be 
call'd faults,, but Criticks may be of another opinion, andafcribe 
them to the variety of Copies. 

We 
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We agree then with the -Jews that the letters Alepbznd Aht, 
Aleph and He, Beth and Caph, He and Heth, Zain and Daleth, 
Heth and Aleph y Heth and Ain, Teth and Thau, Beth and Pm. 
Mem and Nun, Samech and Zain, Samech and TzAde, P he and 
Mem, Txjtde and Caph, Ghimel and Caph are foraetimes put one 
for another, which ought not to be afcribed to £fdras or any 
Doctour infpired by God,: but to theTranfcribers and the variety 
of Copies, as has often happned in Greek and Latin Books, and 
thefe alterations which are greater in the Hebrew than in the 
Greek, have almoft reduc'd the Hebrew into different Dialects. 

TO conclude, the rules which the Majforets have collected con- 
cerning thefe alterations are very necellary, for the difcovering 
the nature of the ancient Manu&ripts, whence they have made 
their Criticifm. The Majforet however is very confuf 'd, and 
r we cannot but confefs that he who compof 'd it took not away 
nil theerrours. Buxtorf, who has corrected fome, has yet left 
a great many, we ought not however wholly to defpife it, and 
although it isr impofljble to reftore it throughly, we ought not 
to lay it altogether afide, fince there are many ufefull rules therein, 
If there are any fuperfluous and fuperftitious things, or filly ni- 
ceties, we may let them alone and choofe onely what is belt. 
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The parts of the Maflbret explain d, with critical Obferva- 
tions thereupon. 

THE Criticifm call'd theMaforet takes notice of all the letters 
of the HebrewText, the points which ferve inftead of vowels, 
the accents,the words and verfesj we ufually fuppofe with the Jew- 
ilh Doftours that the Majforets counted all the letters of the Text 
of the Bible, and the letter Nan in the word Gehon, Levit. 42. is Talmud 
in tht Talmud obfervM to be in the very middle of the Pentateuch. lUiU mm ' 
Father Morin however denies that the Mafforets ever counted the 
letters of the Hebrew Text, and the reafons he relies upon are 
becaufe R. Jacob Ben Haiim, and Elias Levita, who carefully en- 

Y quir'd 
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ouir'd after all the parts of the Mft**i i h5 f H on - 

I Stenufcript of Perpignan wWein was this part of the Mfret 
wkh fevera P l others/ And that no one may doubt hereof I will 
fet them down as I read them reckon'd up^n this manufcrlpt 
Com r There are 12 Parfcioths or great Sections m Geneps. 
Th^are^of^hofewhicharecallMSedarimorO^ There 
are imVerfes, 20713 Words, 78x00 Letters, and the midft of 
this Book confifts in thefe words, V *f htrv'k* tthteb,m Chap. 27. 
Huron. Ver^o u There are five Points, (thefe are Points made :cm the top 
m-h*. offome letters mention'd by S.7er^.) Exodw -has 11 Parfcioths, 
" ^ 3 3 Sedarims, 1209 Verfes, 63467 liters,, and thefe words, hU>- 
VmUTikMht, in Chap. 22. Ver. 27. are in the very middle of 
thb Book. There are in Leviticus 10 Parfcioths 2< Sedarims, 
850 Verfes, 11902 Words, 4+989 Letters, and thefe words, 
KeLwea bihefitr, in-Chap. i S . Ver. 7. are the middle words. 
There are mJSrJbers 10 Parfcioths, 3 j Sedarims 1288 Verfes, 
16707 Words, 62529 Letters, and thefe words, Vehata-ts ajher 
tbelal in Chap. 17. Ver. J. are the middle words. There are m 
Dweronomy 10 Parfcioths, 31 Sedarims, 9055 Verfes, 16394 
Words, 5480* Letters, and the middle words of this Book are 
vt Afcita Alpi Hadavar, in Chap. 1 1 : Ver. 10. 

I now leave thofe who have the leifure to count whether this 
fumming up of the letters in the Books of the Law be exaft or no, 
we have already obferv'd that the letters of Geneps which are fet 
down at the end of the Bibles of Venice and Bafil are not rightly 
counted, becaufe there are onely 4395* whereas by this account 
there are many more. 1 have not found the letters of the other 
Books of the Bible any where counted, and perhaps they never 
were • However it is, this part of the Matforet is very inconfide- 
rabie' and if the Jews counted not otherwife the letters of the 
Hebrew Copy, they had no reafon to call theism, SMeg la 
Tora, The fence of the Laro. , «_ r« 

Befides, fuppofing they had counted all the letters of the Hp- 
brew Text, and that we had that very account, we can thence 
conclude nothing but that they had counted the letters of their 
Copies, which would be of no ufe to other Copies, becaufe the 
MaJJorets had not the true Originals. We ought therefore onely 
to be guided by the firft Original, becaufe, as we have already 
obfervM,Tranfcribershave took the liberty of adding and leaving 
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out many letters according to their fancy, and therefore the 
counting of the letters of thefe Copies fignifies nothing at all. 
To which we may add that the letters were alfo counted in the 
Greek and Latin Books, as we mall hereafter (hew, and therefore 
there is nothing extraordinary or divine in the Maflbm or Criti- 
ciimofthefriw. 

We ought for the fame reafons not to look upon as an infal- 
lible rule the great exactnefs which tfa Majforets have obferv'd in 
counting how many times the letters Vm and Jod, and others 
which are inftead or Vowels, are in the Text : for example, how 
often fuch a word was writ with the letter f*»> or without it, 
which they call full or whole words, or words defective. They 
call thofe words whole which are writ with thefe ancient Vowels, 
and thofe defective which want them. This would be of Tome 
ufe, if the account had been macle from the Originals, and not 
from incorrect Copies ; befides the belt Spanifh Copies which I 
have feen agree neither araongft themfelves nor with the M«$>ret. 

I know that the Jews affirm that all the variations in other Co- 
pies ought to be govern'd by thofe of the Matforet. But they 
ought firft to prove that the Majforct Copies are equal with the 
true Originals, and then we will believe theni« 

The Copies of the Hebrew Text differ'd very much in thefe 
fort of letters before the Mufforet correction. Whence then could 
the Majforet Copy challenge this pretended infallibility ? Every 
one agrees that they under flood the Hebrew Tongue, and were 
well verPd in the criticifm of the Scripture i but this makes 
them not infallible. $. Jerom, in his Commentary upon l[*iab y »»«<>". «* 
obfervesthat the Septuagint have tranflated a Hebrew word The* • c ' 14 ' 
Kings, whereas they ought to have tranflated The Angels. Then 
he adds that thefe Interpreters were miftaken by reafon of the 
letter Altph x that is to fay, they read the Hebrew word without 
this letter, which yet was in his Hebrew Copy, But as S. JVrWs 
Hebrew Copy ought not toprefcribe the Interpreters, who went 
before him, fo all other Copies ought not to be guided by the 
Maflbret as by an infallible rule, Their Criticifm ferves onely to 
ihew us.the variations, and then we ought, according to the rules 
of Criticiftn, to examin which reading is heft, We ought after 
the fame manner to judge of the other Matforv rules. The Alefh 
in this place is fupcrfluous, the Van. alfo and the Jod is likewife 
fuperfluous. We ought not to believe them, fince they are fome- 

Y 2 times 
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times miftakcn, and that their obfcrvations agree not with the 

other Authours have treated of the parts of the Mafibret, I mall 
not fpend time in reckoning of them up, but fet down onelv the 
moft necefarv things at the fame time making fome reflections 
toeSrSh willbe of greater ufe than an ujneceflary recko- 
ning up of niceties. The MaJJorets have callM the various rea- 
dings in the Copies Keri and Cetib. Keri fignifies the fame as 
Tf JZ amongft the Greek Grammarians. Where we find this 
word, which the letter^ in the Margins of the Text denotes, 
there is a various reading, and according to the M*$bms we 
oueht not to follow that in the Text, which for this reafon is 
call'd Cetib writ: but rather that in the Margin and which is 
Keri or iW*. with the Greeks : 1 am not however of opinion 
that we ought always to follow tteMaJforet obfervation,efpecial!y 
when the Mtforets agree not with the ancient Interpreters: But we 
ought to examin thefe various readings and keep that in the Text 
which makes the belt fenfe. We may alfo corred the Text m 
many places , where the Mtfirets have too fcrupuloufly kept m 
the ancient reading, although they were convmc'd there were 
manifeft errours of the Tranlcriber. 

By following of this method we (hall take away many of thefe 
Keris and Cetibs or various readings, inftead of multiplying of 
them, as Father Morin and Ludovicus Capelltts have done in feveral 
Editions of the Bible which they have confulted. When it is 
plain that the various reading proceeds from the Tranfcnbers 
miftake, it is ridiculous then to keep the errour in the Text and 
put the true reading in the Margin . The Majfrrets however have 
done thus in many places, but we ought not to imitate them here- 
in, befides in reading of very good manufcript Copies, I have 
not found the third part of thefe Keris and Cetibs as in the M*f- 
font Copy. As moft of the Jews believe Bfdras was the Authour 
of the Keris and Cetibs they dare not correct fome manifeft errours 
in the Text which might eafily be amended. Their fcruple is 
very ill grounded, and we ought not to imitate them herein, but 
to cor reft according to theufual rules of Criticifm the manifeft 
errours of Tranfcribers, and to prefer ve onely the true variati- 
ons, by putting what reading we think is beft in the Text, and 
placing the other in the Margin. 

Thus 
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Thus we fee whence proceed the Keris and Cetibs or various 
readings of the Maforet and how we ought to judge of them. 
We may argue the fame upon what they call Sevirin ConjeUures, 
becaufe thefe conjectures are very often onely various readings 
confirm'd fometimes by the Copies of the ancient Interpreters : 
and herein the Jewifh Criticilm agrees with the ancient Tranf- 
lations. 

There is yet another piece of fuperftition in the prefent He- 
brew Copy for which the Jews have afterwards fearch'd out my- 
fterious reafons according to their ufual way. We find in fome pla- 
ces of the Text little void fpaces, where there are onely the points 
which we reade with, but the words are left out. They are onely 
fet down in the Margin with this obfervation Keri veto Cetib, that 
is to. fay we Ought to reade them although they are not writ. 
I have nevertheLefs in old Manufcripts found moft of thefe words 
writ at length in the Text. Wherefore we ought without doubt 
to reftOre them, fince they ate neceflary for the compleating of 
the fenfe, and that they have been left out onely through the fu- 
perftition of the Jem. In matters of Criticifm we ought not to 
rely iupon the fcruples of the Jews, who, under pretence of re- 
jecting the holy Scriptures, have introducM fome ridiculous 
fuperftitions, as when they fet down in the margin of the Text, 
Cetib ve h Keri, to Ihew that what is writ ought not to be read. 

The great zeal which the Jews Ihew Tor the preferving of the 
Text is very commendable, but when this zeal degenerates in- 
to fuperftition, Chriftians ought not to imitate them herein. 
Through refpect to their Text they have retrench'd fome words 
which they thought were undecent, and the reafon why they yet 
print their Bibles thus, is becaufe they affirm that the Prophets 
themfelves left thefe words out of the Text as being undecent ^ 
we may however eafily judge that this proceeded at firft from 
fome zealous Doctours, and that afterwards the Rabbins, who 
would authorife this alteration have afcrib'd it to Efdrat, or 
fome other Writers infpired by God. 

We ought to reckon amongft the Jewilh fuperftitions fome let- 
ters of the Text which are not writ as ufual) y the others are, as 
thofe we call great becaufe they are greater than the others, and 
thofe calPd little becaufe they are lefs.than the others. There 
are befides fome laid to be reverf'd, and others hanging over ac- 
cording to their Figure. The Jews however give rcaions for all 

thefe. 
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theft extravagancies, and although Buctorf does not believe 
them he neverthelefs thinks that they had heretofore reafons 
fSem which we at prefent are ignorant of. It is much more 
reafonable to fay that thefe extraordinary letters were occafion'd 
by the ' FranSers not writing equalfy all their letters, and 
through want of confiderationfome letters were gre^ 
lefs, fome a little above the reft and others reverf'd. What at 
the bcdnnioR perhaps hapned through chance, was m fenes of 
SwSBd^ as myft?rious bv tie Jem , who delight in m- 
venting of cunning reafons for aft th ngs. It is alio probable 
that they have deffgnedly made fome letters bigger than others 
at the TegiLng St BooV, as the Aleph which is the firft letter 
in the Chronicles, and the Beth at the beginning of Outfit. It is 
true thefe fort of letters are very ancient in the Hebrew Text, 
but the prefent Jem are not the onely ones who have fearchd 
for myfteries in ridiculous niceties. ./u nwi 

Without taking notice either of the^rtfor Jewimfiibti- 
ties, we ought to write all the letters of the Hebrew Text equal, 
ly and as they were in the beginning. The manufcript Copies 
which 1 have feen have not fo many of thefe letters as the M4f> 
frret, and thofe letters which are above the reft are not to much 
above the others as in moft of the printed Bibles, which (hews 
that in the beginning it wa.s onely a flight fault of the Tranfcri- 
bers, which has fince been thought a myftery and to make the 
mylfery the greater, they have raif'd thefe letters yet higher- 
above the others : the fame thing may be faid of the reverf'd 
and other extraordinary letters ; it is probable that fome Heads 
of Schools or Univerfities, through too much fubtilty, have in- 
vented thefe niceties, and that particular private perfons have 
afterwards writ them in their Copies. 

The Tewilh Dodtours, who have been Heads of famous Uni- 
verfities, have endeavour'd to make their Copies of the Bible 
as exact as they could, and the other Tews have regulated them- 
felves by their Mailers Copies \ thus the greateft extravagancies 
imaginable,being back'd by the authority of fome famous Doctors, 
might eafily be communicated to the reft of the Jem. I wonder 
that any Chriftians can mind thefe dreams, and believe that a 
Hebrew Bible cannot be exact without being printed with all the 
fuperftltions we have already obfervM t what in the beginning 
was a fault became in length or time a perfection, and fuperftitious 

perfons 
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perfons have fancied that there was Religion in miftakes. 

The fame thing may be faid of certain little points plac'd up- 
on the top of fome letters, which S. Jerom makes mention of, 
following herein the genius of the Jews of his time , as thefe 
Doctoursftudied always Allegories and the Cabbal they have in- 
vented many fubtilties about their letters, and it has fince happe- 
ned that what at firft was but a pretty conceit afterwards became 
a great myftery. When things become ancient we generally ad- 
mire them without confidering the true rife of them. 

Omnia poft obitum fingit majora vetufias. 

A Tranfcriber may perchance have let tall a drop of ink upon 
fome letter, whereby he has made a point, a fuperftitious Jew co- 
ming after him, who is perfwaded that whatfoever is in the Scrip- 
ture is myfterious even to the leaft points, will not fail of in- 
venting reafons for this pretended myftery : wherefore there is 
nothing more ridiculous than the Rabbins reafons for the ex- 
plaining of the niceties we have already fpokeof. 

There is yet a more confiderable fort of Criticifin in the Maf- 
feret, which confifts in certain void fpaces which the Mtjfvrcts 
have left, to mark as it were that the Text is defeaive and that 
we ought to add fome words to compteat the fenfe. Thefe void 
fpaces are in good manulcript Copies as well as printed ones, 
but they all agree not exactly in it, and this makes me be- 
lieve that the number of thefe fpaces is not certain, and that it 
is generally grounded upon the conjecture onely of the Jewifli 
Dolours who made the Criticifm of the Text. Their rule in 
general is uferull, elpecially when we find thefe places fill'd up in 
the ancient Tranflations as is ufual. We ought not however 
wholly to rely on the ancient Interpreters, and to believe that 
their Copies are the moft perfect in thofe places, but we ought to 
examin whether all the ancient Tranflations agree in their fup- 
plement, and then this will be of fome authority againft the pre- 
fent Copies, otherwife we may fay that Tranflatours have added 
them to their Copies, to make the fenfe more compleat, foraf- 
much as the Scripture ftyle is very curt, and the Authours of the 
holy Scripture do not largely enough explain themfelves. 

We may reckon amongft the various- readings another part 
of the Majfaret which is called Til^ta Sofherim correction of 
Writers, and there are nfually reckoned 18 of thefe corrections. 

If we 
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,If art examin them according to the rules of Criticifm and not 
according to the prejudice of the?*'™, as alfo of fome Chrtfltans, 
we fliall find that they are real variations which have beenob- 
'fervid by fome Tewifh Doftours. fo that we ought not to heed 
them who very improperly accufe the Jews of having defignedly 
corrupted their Copies in thofe places. Although we know not 
thefe Criticks names nor the time when they lived, we cannot 
however deny but thefe corrections were made by Jem of autho- 
rity. And this is the reafon why the other Jews mention them 
in their Books. It is probable that thefe critical Observations 
were at firft made by fome famous Head of an Univerfity, and 
were fince call'd Correction of When becaufe they knew not the 
Authours name. As thefe corrections are not infallible weought 
not wholly to rely upon them. Laftly, there is another fort of Cri- 
ticifm among the Jews^ which they call Itur Sopherm, Retrenching 
of Writers, and this Criticifm confifts in five words , whence 
they affirm we Ought to take away the letter Van which is l ftper* 
fluous, but if we were to take away this letter which fignifies m 
from all the places of the Hebrew Text where it feetro to be 
fuperftuous, it might be left out in many other places. To, con- 
clude we are to obferve that in fpeaking of the Mafforets we have 
fet down fome critical Obfervations or various readings which 
cannot truly be afcribed to the Majforets who lived after the 
Talmud, fince fome of them are mention'd in the Talmud. 



CHAP. XXVII. 

Of the points and accents which are in the prefent Hebrew 
Copy of the Bible. When points were invented, and why ' 
the Caraites receive them, the Authority of the points 
and. accents , their Rife. What we ought to believe of 
them, 

THE queftion concerning the points and accents in the pre- 
•fentHebrew Text of the Bible has been fo learnedly treated 
of by feveral judicious Criticks that we need not fpend much 

time 
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tfm&hereupon:, fvfe needlrflMttyreafcthe<^ron^^ Jt- 
Mto be" perfwaded rhafcfhefojnts, which -f^rve at prefent tor 
vowel* iathc Hebrew Tjexts -Wftre. not jnyent? djin. histfme the 
fgm however commonly believe *hat J^^apfl t^e, Doftpurs of 
tMe^reaf AMbIy^1ch*aA<hel4^|cf hjip; we^tjie jnyen^urs 
off jfomtsanid accuhts^ but they .barifty (gw jf w withojitf aiwn^any 
folid reafon for it. EUm Levita, the moll learned Jewim Cntick, '*» 
ah*wh6)^brtkularly;iftiidieid the AAfPtrfttrtet .made no fcrupM han - 
toAppoferjthis common opinion of hijypoftpurs. Ludovmu 
{3af0llmQ*L very learned anoSjudic^sjProtQftant,- has fully- trea- 
ted of this Subject in i aBjOOk, printed inJJ<$md %: under, the r title 
QftAr&rigmfftiA&mibih fmmm< ib&pjfflK thef^n^s niadfl! 
if #olum©bigg>«i8WgJi iwtesd to i wfivesj iCji^^ims tilt 
^iKtdcijndgrawitiWhw^ 

the novelty Of points. ■ > .,• {..■> , - ; , ■ 
- As BHxrorfh Qv'inion. agrees better yvith the ;PrffSc$jfts ,ReJi : 
gion feveral ott^em haverejabracttl it without ;ex#min|pg cjr it, 
vAfaQnghlLMluk&mgltHtMd GalvAf* their ^triarchs,^af before 
teen isofra contrary opinion. The \A9thpur jrf -fwm 
T«mfl4tlon made by, tbofe ©f/tfw<Wifroini the; Hebrew 'fltflkjc, 
Aews the novelty of points by many argufnent^ and the rrioft 
learned Proteftants at prefem; prefer Cafelhu his ^opinionbe/ore 
B*xtorf \ as may be feen in the Prolegomena* jto the Eng|iflj 

©nejy jthenheady andi&BcjKutl peopje, w^^we 
that potnt&are aa ancient as *he Scripture rEex$^or$at At ^cau; 
they wqxf imtented by fifitrm } As the- ; mim -jjfcw flWM* 
pends in feme fort upon [thefe points, which ;Isrve flit prefent in- 
ftead of, v0wel$V WC'Cannot metJynks lay that the; holy Scripture 
islntfoelycfihe Word-xw |Sod» ; ^e^par.t of jt^of-huinanejn-f 

veritionij hM$imfcft<&*}fo?m<mW< H^mktimnMk 
pcinfiiple,a<f Amgexous anfMfftrMCtjve xo ; jthe ^r^j^h^at^n^f 
iheirfReJigionVMtfwe pagntajc* ^oju^gj?, of, ^ej^u^j^ matter 
offaC^ by>thQ ef il confequences i rhftt^n i aj| be. thence, ^awn^ elpe- 



ciall^Hhenwc haye, plain proofs 9f J)hif mattej5 gt^fih^i,, 
^ riTheiQfi^ 

thefe points, which ferve at prefent imteaOjOJivojwif^i^4d 4 vjf§ 
«teht to j^QfatteM&pmlZmfl^ym 

points as well as r $he$eb*ew^ iB^ut! m thef^firit vowjb^ whiclj 



/ 
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were as andetTl^theTitagsmt^^ 

wMeh thfe reading was wgdtas* fcdfow the iwventson ofi t#eie 

; T r ,n~^.i-. *• • m-. * u ••• .n •« a :! \ »>■■ ■ 

^M^K?rtS afterward Skated ttoemlierdii v «W« 
SxLlSi^to bfc ^ WereobllgM to invent certain figures 

3s, but the moft probable opinion i» that- ^bff"* 
ahishereuoottaHei^ 

SS3^Wt« &-J«al^ ^^o ^^ place to 

fi%*for A>*ier, sndif v* do *ot mtad tte &nft, ijte 
firft Tranflation feems rnoft natural and according to GratanWt. 
SttSJflaVtiaflb faflefuerl Ite^atoOflgfttlieBL whenottoay 
flnW**elA^d th^t thettadifig the Scripture Teatwas wf 
t^efett1i«bSte^iiltetftion%f point** lfe<!^ilbe^thwfa 
ttert^h'W^he^^^ added point* to > mt*fm* b* 
Sbbut tiWte, and !t may wrfily J» ftmed I that the *wbe* 
for^thattih«ha^dfto<5j^i^rtan«. Yowhkh^emay add that 

tfcefirfcriewinVG^ 
ttofcifrnVtlhto ^ 
S 9tttasWc*e& 

iWfc vert mucli ehtreaftd tWe namber of - AtaWan pointy that 
they might ^fce^l*oTterv*^w^ 
Kbk aSathefe^tft the f ^x*mtMtokWfttiwifctiskain$ 
tif J tnt lIcbrcWTcjtt • ' J *' ' ' ,! <• 

4 o^WeVefc to >6ljre^e^t>^ugh>fliieti wer* the 
i«tfh0utt^l!he«6iht8, WMchfeitoiJJfcead of vowekin «he H* 

them;- 
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them, beoaufe by th^helpof |heft points! tfceytaveonely limited 
the readingv which was already rfeceiv'diliMl an^Qriz'4 by cuftom. 
Although their* were then no: points and'that transient vow* 
eb Werenottfuffidont for the deteuflaininghw WJBiought to reads, 
the Scripture however was road among the JVwf, elpociaBy thq 
Law and fome other Volumes, which were read in the Synagogues* 
Orimt as-watavj^lready^oKetvedy. ^^fet;dowjftinihis r^#w^/ 
thewbrewTTexc ofl the Bible in Greek Characters. Ufeiregu^ 
lated then whatf pointi have now eftablilh'c, and i this ufe could 
proceed' ondy from ancknt Tradition. Thajewifli Doftours* 
wfeo are ufuatty thought to be thole of the School . of T&mut, by? 
the iftveationjtf points did nothing elfc but fix this ;ancient Tra* 
ditfohi jiAndprivataperfoas, whopxefentlyunxlepib^thecbrw 
vwdeacy of ithefir pointy added tfentW tiuarj Copies^ biitias i$ 
was hard to>altef the Books which fcrvfa fori pobkQk ufe, ithefe 
««W points were not ipfetted into the Copies which were read in 
the Synagogue. Baffle that the S*m*ritsns had then no commerce 
with the^iivtrj ! and that tfaefe two Setts have, always been enemies 
they have hot received' thisi novelty- inC0 theuj CD^r. : . > 
< i BdWes the reaforiswe have already aUcdgefl rAiihewi that soe 
oughQablr cafiiyto negtcft thepoinfs, becaufe thWar* founded 
en^Ttadltion and long cufton, there isjyec Another ccslbta which 
is not ordinatily-takett notice of. The59&oi^ejcV^«, which 
f^fhaU hetea^er fpeaH ofy reject ail the falfe Traditions of the 
fiiHto d^esm^»and yet ie> receives \k*.M*fam points. andifbH« 
lows the fpreftfttv reamagi as exacl^as ani^iother $tin dopwhich 
isia ice#tafe H&k ctf^eikBth^Tradifiioa ooiidflroiD* pbintsi 

iMdrOtekt Q*f*MHs dOCS flOt dOf thb >rftjcB; W'M^ the c*f.tib.t. 

beeaHft thay ^ertithei ^nthours of k. dn th&cohtrary Cr "* £fc * *• 
weoa^htnot c&efteem itaf it e^e^omia^ekl^SiJbecaafijwa 
eaif MlyJearawwrMe 

ufed to wrifieiiWfpe^thv^aiKi km^^puAMn^t^^i^* 
^l^^^txditae Books*! tlwl^aw^htiiwifetlianfitheii were 
ar^ dMe read'hYdte S^sjoa>es; r Uis^trtietiwt|iebvdwiwat 
thWea dfeai L^mjuage^ iwft n^Jeonmionlyoilhew.i))o1^ buc th? 
ScSipouw (or aU i*at{wa's irtadiaitAeftfrago^ 
The 7*w/ ought not to be fufpelted hereimateheyiaay he>hi'tna& 

ttaiir^ha ' 

.omlrslci Z 2 lieen 



Book I. ( 17* > Chap.XXVIIi 

Keen received by Tradition. Theiy<nw of Ttfrn^according to 
him'*^<«i^ diftlttguWh^ thc Hebrew Text as Ww and the 
SenatoursofthefcrW&flembly read and diftinguilh't it in their 
time. . cTheyxmely dtfferin this that the latter have onely added 
points and accents for the more foreiy eftablifoing what had been 
already agreed upon by the others. • •' - ' 

Althoul^ this is trae in general, yet we oughtaiot /to conclude 
that thdjSrfpwf^pointing is infallible, fchisTradition was riot fo 
cettainta that tome alteration happened according to the times 
and places before points were invented and euen.finceithey have 
been added to the Text. There have been fome various readings 
and we may methinks point fome places better* efpeciaily thofe 
which ftem to be irregular^ we oughtl however to do it with a- 
great dda|of caution^ becauft-thefe irriegularitiesferye to prfevo 
mtxkemtfbnt have pointed dccordiog to:the£ronuhciatio» 
then in ufe. When we meet with thefe irregularities we ought ttt 
examin whether they proceed not frOmTranfcribers^nd then wfe 
may give that reading which feems to make the-beftieflfe^ ;; . i w 
In S. Jeronih utaa the fr?w,applyM>themfelve8; to.tbe, mdp& 
and wrltingitheir Cpj&V aslhad;been;dgreedtuponby(Ti«flit»n, 
tbteiBather ipbfcrves. in his queftfaas tifcfrGenefism Ghap.< *3» 
where the word ifjfyfawO is twice, in One y erfey thatithe 6rft,is 
writ withthetetteritf**, tahith ferves inftead of an^- an4that 
thcfecondi is writ without the letter fT«*, which agrees wishitjw 
Maifowtical wrfting^dllhough, &Jtrom: pronounce* fykwn 
the fecqnd placeinftcad iofatytftofcr* > rTlttSiiAftrvation qf &iftm# 
plainly f&ewsithatobefeseithfi'^ dUtinghiM fch* 

, wOro>*hk^w«atprefentiC?iH entire or whole words,; that iSvtQ 
lay, thofft which art writ at length, with thek vowel* fcom<tjiofc 
which are called defective becaufe they want the ancient vowels* 
That eafo*Jrthich& Jam glves&itfhe different wrifin& tfe<fame 
w^r&plainiy) fliefts -that/ thsrfrjoi hunted after ttyftwtatv Wfrln 
niceties, M&i*^tLtXitVm$^ 

after JieJmji foJd iiitiField, tojiheiptat bite vtfU&wttinofcfflm* 
pleats Vv> «lay then; itaketiioticei that $.>y<w«iflMsBookftts 
dowA0jiely:Wflat'Jie(haid learnt frdm thojStaw* whQj&adejnjffte> 
«es.where there werftnoine.i: - >* ;.■ ■> .v.yio w >•/.•.( r 
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pleafure. But the Jem, whocriticife upon every thing, having 
made that myfterious which happened onely by 'chance , have 
tranferibed their Copies with more exactnefs, and th$.M*£oreu 
have mark't the words as they were writ, and they look on their 
rules to this day as infallible. If we confider the original of 
thefe varieties^ and the uniformity which is at prefent in the He- 
brew Copies, we /hall be of another opinion. Th$ MfiJJbzn was 
made onely by Copies which were faulty r and confequently we 
cannot look upon it as the firft Original by which we ought to 
guide our feives. 

We ought neither to regard the Jewifti allegorical reafons con* 
cernihg fome irregular pointings, becaufe they were invented by 
Dolours who were accuftomed to be nice upon every thing, the 
better to lhew the Tubtilty Of their Wit. Thefe fort of reafons 
however have occafioned fome irregular pointings to be left in 
the Hebrew Texr which ought to be corrected. But as in all * 
Tongues ufe does authorife feveral irregularities, we ought in the 
reading of the HebreWiText to Correct thofe onely which plainly 
appear to* be the erroors of the Transcribers which the 
have fuperftitioufly preferved; . If we confider fome obfervatipna 
of the* Majfiret) we Mlleafily difcover they haVe been occafioned 
by the ridiculous fubtilties of the ancient Jem, and as this Work 
was not collected by the fame Doctours nor . at the fame time we. 
flfcill herein find fome cwfra#&isin». taftlyjcitSjfein&jTqhardt 
th bebnde^^odtomadethe^fe fo much negl«ft ; it>*hac % 
imlx>ffiblt Wholly to r^breit^: <: i . , ! ,\ \ ■■',[ 

■ ■ As for the accents which latent prefent in the Hebrew Text ot 
the Bible we Ought to judge of them as of the joints, Thqy were, 
alfo invented by the Mkffirtn or" Jewifo GrKicl^ v who added 
them to the Text. asi points andromrnasJiave.bqen put in the 
Greek and Latin Books, for the diftinguiflung the different parts 
of difcourfe ? the Jews, who go beyond all other Nations in fub- 
tilties and niceties, invented not onely accents, to mark out the 
divifions, but have added others to denote the continuation of 
the difcourfe* as if one knew not fufficiently it ought to be conti- 
nued when there is nothing let down to Hop It. The Septuagint 
and other ancient Interpreters agree not always with the Ma fo- 
rm concerning thefe mftinctiOns, and we are obliged to follow 
f hem Mel J where they make a right fenfe. If EJjfm was the Au- 
thour of them or that there bad been a conftant Tradition among 
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*u fi. A m that time, theMajforet would not to often nave 

who are the authouriiof thefe accents a* well as P««ts, ha Jf «J 
JK^ScortflBB to the receivM cuftom, especially w the 
n^ka . £f th Uw? aid in the other Volumes which are read I w 
fh^Q^aoSwf %hii conrinuatiott ofthe reading of the He- 

or ScK Tferto Weed our cOnfideratlon but we ought not 

t^jusaa ft-nm Rpflfon we eafilv tall into errours, wc v<*nuvi, 

SraSgh, *» we have already obfervM, they are not I* 

fe We need not Q*nd time here tolheir Mte&M^ 'j*** 

gtranM to themi they could not for 

Kt ever find out the true reafons of thefe irr^ularities, and 
£?h^flwetlmei been obliged to tonfefs their -ignorance 
tS^I^S^mmJ^ thefeijccen^aiy. *M 
aSdoWtt tofeverai phc**,we (hould fet down points and 
S&fflas^V Improperly, anTfoould make a great confofion in 
'mm^^d^me. We have already obferved tjjat 
S "cSs ftrve for pricksiVfihghtg* an* therefore they 
Srintriv^ta with 'feme <gettute of theSead.? oLftftly, I 
^Suther observations which might d*mfe 
Kent ufes'^f thefei accent? that I ihay treat n»ore largely of 
SrS&ttStatt of the vermin *«to T* *w 
m pointed by an accent called Sofk PafneJEvdjf m V vfa 
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CHAP. XXVIII. 

Of the iiftintiion of verfes which are at prelent in the He- 
brew Text of jhe Bible* Of feme other diJlinttionsM the 
fame Text, with feveral iuufimtions on this Sutjea, 

BEftdes the accents whkh diftinguifo the Hebrew Text of the 
Bible as points and commas diftinguim difcourfe in Greek, 
Latin and other European Languages, the Hebrew* have another 
fojpt of accent which wfeoUy cuts off the fenfe of the Text* and' 
dividesit into fbmany ftvtral verfes. The Jewiih Grammarians 
havecalled this accent Sitotc Paufi or S*phP*fc£nd*fth* Vtrfe % 
and they mark it with two points one upon the other. If it be 
true, as moft of the Jem* affirm, that there is no diftwOiou in 
the Bible whkh proceeds not either from M»fis or £/ifo*, we 
ought taliave as much reipeft for this 4ivifion as for the word* 
of the Hebrew Text. Tne Interpreters ought not to toe. devi- 
ated at ail from thence, and It would be downright impiety to 
change it in places where we think we can find a more proper 
fenfe. 

Bat I am of opinion that it would be very fiper-ftitioas blindly 
and without reafon tofuhmit toathing which is purely the inwen^ 
don of Grammarians, whofeirule* cannot he infallible. TheSep* 
tuagint and other ancient Greek Interpreters of theBible,nay*even 
& Jtrm hknfelf underftood not thisdUttnftfon of verfes, )Whkh 
was invented by the Msfiartt Jaw, who were, after the 7W««< 
as ElwLwitd has affirmed, againftthe common opinion of hip BUyfe*. 
Do&ours. Thereare none but ignorant fcroteftants who pwfcr 22$7£ 
this diffihcVton of verfes, invented by the jMtjfarm befene the & b„k 
other diHin^iens which, are grounded upon good inafeandtne* MtMU 
ancient Tranflations. 

We ought then, with tU*t htvitA % to obferve that the whol£ eii« i«vk. 
Law was heretofore as one may % butione verft, or in amanner 
but one word, oecaufe in thofciinjes therewece no diftinftion of 
wrtes inthefioolisofAiW^/ or In the other Books of the Bible. 
The Scripture agrees in this with all the Greek and Latin Books 
which were alfo writ without, any diftia&ion before the points 

and: 
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and commas were invented by Grammarians, the Cabbaliltick 
Dottours amongft the Jews are of this opinion as alfo-is Rabbi 
Afofes Son of Maimn, and we ought not to rejeft it as a Cabba- 
liftick Fidion, (ince we find it grounded on a conftant cuftom 
among the fame Jews, and which has always been continued from 
Motes till our time. I fpeak here of the cuftom they always ob- 
fervd of writing the Copies which were read in the Synagogues 
without thefe accents or diftinftidns. Although they readc the 
Law in thefe manufcript Copies where there is no diftinftion of 
verier they have however the paufes irt places where they art 
market in the Books which private perfons ufe, and where they 
have been introduc't onely for a ; greater conveniency. • 1 

' 1 khWthey who dffirm thefe accents are > more ancient tfcM 
the Mtforet ufually alledee the authority of the Talmud where 
they ate mentioned, efpecially in tfieTreatifcs Nedarim and Me- 
villa. The Talmudift Poftoursafcribc the invention of accents 
to Efdra* and the great Synagogue or AiTembly over which he 
Kehtm.8.P. prelided, and they maintain their opinion by thefe words df ZV>- 
lemtUh. They read in the BooX, irt th^L'awofGod di/tinm/fand 
fafe. arid cakfid them. tojkndirJandthirHtdfii^ aCcor* 
Ta'm. Tr«».^i n «tb;iheir^ Interpreters by thefe words X g*v* the fenff\tht 
T^mSMuVetres are lignified, and .by thefe Other [cattfe them to underhand 
Mcftiit. the reading} the paufes of the accents are alfo denoted, and there- 
to!* there were 10 that time accents which diftinguifh't the Text 
iftttt different verfes*. In another- place of the: Talmudit isex- 
j^ffl^fcid -feWrC'ls *b verfe in ! the* Law otherwife diftinguifh't 
%h£htiwasby»^^ he received thisLatt 

from' God, sis if the LaW had been read in Mofes his time in the 
•Aflemblies as the J<ws at prefent reade it in their Synagogues i 
: ! . moftof the Rabbins however do not believe to be the au- 
thoUr pf the accents Which haite been inferred into the Text fat 
thediftmgoi(hing2theirerfes, but they onely fay thit Efdras ad- 
ttctfthcffl to the Text according to the Tradition he had received, 
and that he did nothing elfe but fix the Tradition which was deri- 
ved from Mofes to his tifae. A . , . . 

There feem'd at that time to be very great reafon for the in- 
fecting thefe mat ks of diftinftion intb the Text of the Law, be* 
caufe* there 1 was a rieceulty ' of expounding this Law 'to the people 
in a Tongue which they uhderftood, arid there was in theSyna- 
gogues*, as we mall hereafter fliew, one who read one verfe of the 

Law. 



Book T. ( *77 ) Chap. XXVI1T. 

Law in Hebrew, then th& Interpreter explained that fame verfe 
to the people in Chaldee, which was their mother Tongue, then 
the Reader read another verfe which the Interpreter again explai' 
ned, and Co on untill the reading was finifh't ', but we cannot from 
thence neceflarily conclude that Efdra* put the accents here fpoke 
of into the Text of the Bible, fince the moft learned Jews are 
of opinion that the Law was read in the Aflemblies with the fame 
dlftinftion of verfes before Efdra* his time, although they were 
not at that time invented* and therefore the fame thing might be 
done under Efdra* and long after him without the afliftance of 
thefe accents. We cannot fhew them to be more ancient than 
the Majforets. of Tiberias, who were after the Talmud, andbefides 
they were inventedonely for the conveniency of private perfons 
Whdjnferted them intof their Bibles, whereas in the manufcript 
Copies dedicated to th6' ufe of the i Synagogues, the ancient cu- 
ftom : 0!f writing without points' or accents has always been ob- 
fcrvedi • 11 >'» ■ 

We cannot however deny but the authours of thefe accents 
followed the cuftom of their time&L »and that they mark't them 
according to the reading then obferv'd in the Synagogues of their 
Province, but this cuftom was not grounded on a conftant Tra- 
dition, and which 'had never varied, fince the GreekSeptuagint 
and other ancient Tranflations, nay, even S. Jerom\ who made 
ufe of a learned Jew of the School of Tiberias, do not exadtly 
obfetfve it. Every one therefore in residing the Scripture Text, 
ha* the liberty of cutting off the fenfe ot finihSing the verfes where 
he thinks the (fenfe is ben, without too fcrupuloufly obferving the 
Ma^eh>di^M6tii^fio\a which we oifcht not however to 6V 
viate without)- £ood 'reafon; becaufe they> are grounded upon, a 
TraditibhWhleh U pretty aUCheniiek although not infallible, ■ 

Sev^ifti Jtw% whom AUtiEfr* makes mention of, havethought k\>», m. 
that they were not obliged to foMow thefelyW^r*/ diftinftions, 
wfn^h they have 'fometimes cdrfefted lander pretence of finding 
oiftla bettetfehft; -\ He mentions tton%ft'Qttei*K:Af0ftfCoheni 
* letfriiedi&raromtohm^ who tooto ' the Hbert^of joining fome 
vevfts of) the -Bible other wife than they were joined by thofewho 
hadmato'tthem. affirming that they were miftaKen in thofe pla- 
ce's* v thellMe Jwfc and. moftof the other Jews allow a great 
deal to effefVaecentty being peffwfde<^that Mfdrai was the Au- 
x\m\ df *h«nv although ^ tfra feldom mentions him as fuch. 
.'i >.''.''■* A a ana 
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and when he fpeaks of him makes ufe of a general term in calling 
him the Authour of the accent*. • 

To proceed, we ought to take care of confounding the verfes 
of the Greek and Latin Books, as they are explained by the an- 
cient Authours, with thefe we are now fpeaking of. Thefe laft 
were invented onely for the more eafie reading and explaining the 
Text of the Law and the reft of the holy Scripture, whereas the 
former mark't a certain number of words,, and fohy counting of 
the verfes one knew exaftly the largenefsof each Volume. The 
Authours ufually lurnmM up at the end of their Books the verfes 
thev contained, to hinder any thing from oejng , added 1 or left out. 
T\ix$ Diovems Laertiw, in the Lives of the Philofophers, makes 
us underftand the Books of thefe Ancients by counting how many 
verfes there were in them. S. Jtrem fpeaks alfo after jhe feme 
manner upon OrigerPs and fome other Fathers Works, by faying 
they have fo many verfes in them, and what we ought chiefly to 
obfervein relation to this Subjeft, is that he often mentions in 
his Prefaces and other places the verfes of each Book of the Bible, 
as in his Preface to Job he obferves that there are 7 or, 800 verfes 
wanting in the ancient Latin Tranflation of this. Book, : The 
Samaritans and Syrians count alfo thefe famejyerfes at thp^nd 
of each-Book of the Scripture according to their way. Molt of 
the Criticks, who have not Efficiently examin'd the nature and 
quality of thefe ancient verfes, which the Greeks and Latins ufu- 
ally added to the end of their Books, have thought that the ver- 
fes which were marked for the finiming of the Tenfe, were long 
before Sj y^ww's time : on the othepnde,; as $. $trw aptaiow- 
ledges himfelf to be tske Auhour of thefe laft fort of verfes, 
.... efpecially in the Books of the Prophecies; Father Morh; who has 
iib!" c ' largely treated of thisSubjeft, ;hasjcaufed a greatdealof confu- 
fiOn by not dlftinguilhing between thefe two fort* of verfes, which 
difler vetyitnuch one from the other. , ; . y 

We jriay then obfervethat the Ancient? caUM a verfe whatthe 
GreeksiCalPd ^^and what we in our Language cfcltelins \ they 
meafiired the line by a certain number of words, and thus when 
they counted at the end of their Works how many verfes they 
contained, at the fame time one knew how many words there 
Aue.in sftc, were in each Book. S. Augufiin, in the collection ; he has made 
of fome paflages of Scripture, which he has called; Speculum > 
often mentions thefe verfes, and we may exclude: from, fome 
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which he fets down that there were but fix words in each verfe* 
Father Morw, who has not ferioufly confider'd this Work of Saint 
Augujlim\ nor the Catalogue which he fets down of the verfes, 
which me Ancients fet to each Book of the Bible, concludes that 
S. Jerom, who according to him was the Authour of the diftincti- 
on of verffes, wholly difagrees herein with the Maflbrets. He 
thought that the verfes mentioned in the Book oiS. Augufiwe 
and Si the Catalogue he gives, were the fame which Jerom 
had invented, whereas it is plain that in thofe places the ancient 
verfes, as they were mark't before S. Jeromh time, were fpoken of. 
It is true that in the Book intituled Speculum, which is ufually fup- 
pofed to be S. Augufiineh, the word* of the Scripture are quoted 
according to S. Jerom's new Tranflation from the Hebrew, but 
whofoever made this reformation made no alteration as to the 
verfes therein mark't according to the ancient method. This 
is alfo the reafon why there are many more verfes in the Cata- 
logue we were juft now {peaking of than in that of S.Jerom, and 
if we compare the verfes diftingutfh't by the Maflbreti with thofe 
of 6. Jerom m fliall find that this Father differs not fo much from 
the Majforets as Father Mmn pretends he does. We may moreover 
obferve that the Divines of Leuvain, who publiuYt a more correct 
Edition of S. Augufiin than before was publiftYt, have left the 
Book we formerly fpokeof, which he called Speculum, very con- 
fufed. As they underftood not what the word verfus ngnifies 
throughout his whole Treatife they have fet down, & pofi, tcrti* 
ut verfus, & p ofi, fecundus verfus, & pofi, quartus verfus, & pofi, 
quint us verfus, whereas we are neceflarily to reade in thofe places 
and in many others pofi tres verfus, pofi duos verfus, pofi quatuor 
verfus. pofi quinque verfus, &c. S . Augufiin had no defign to mark 
the 2d, 3d, 4th, and 5th verfes, but what immediately followed 
after 2, 3, 4 and 5 verfes, as plainly appears in feveral other 
places of the fame Book, where thefe words have been let alone 
as they ought to be writ in S . Augufiin\ Text. 

If we never fo little confider what we have already obferved 
concerning the nature of the verfes which the ancients ufually 
marked at the end of their Books we lhall eafily conclude that all 
the praifes which the Jem afcribe to the A/aflbret, as if Mofes or 
at leaft Efdras had been the Authour of it, have been vain and 
iuperftitious. They did nothing herein but what other Nations 
had done long before them, and it is ridiculous to find fomeGhri- 
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ftians at prefent, and especially amongft the Proteftants, who 
refpeft the Mafforet as if it came immediately from God , and 
who, with the Jews, affirm that it ferves for a fence to the Scrip- 
ture, became it- has preferved it free and intire from '111 cor- 
ruption •, the Arabians have alfo fuch a like Mafforet of their Alco- 
ran, which was. invented by the Mahometan Criticks, in imitation 
of the Greek and Latin Grammarians, and it is probable that the 
Jews, 'Who lived amongft the Mahometan Arabians, Borrowed it 
from them, whence it has fince been communicated to the other 
Jews. We may however obferve that by the Mafforet verfes which 
are at the end of each Book of the Bible, we cannot tell how ma- 
ny words there are in thofe Books, becaufe they are not after the 
fame manner of thofe other verfes we have already fpoke of, and 
they were, invented onely after the way of reading the Books of 
the Law in their Synagogues, and they were found ufefull for the 
fetting out the places where we ought to ftop in the reading. 
This hinders not but the Jews may have ufed the other verfes 
which the. Greeks call si**, and which in the beginning was no- 
thing elfe but a line, as I have already obferved. They call it 
alfo/iH*, which fignifies a line or row, as the Greek word 57^, 
and the Latin one verftu. The Jews, by the help of thefe verfes 
or lines, could count in a trice how many letters there were in 
each Book of the Law. For each page or column of the Scroll 
on which they Writ their Copies ought to contain fuch a number 
of lines, and in each line there were 30 letters, and therefore in 
a Ihort time one might know how many letters were in the whole 
Pentateuch. There is therefore nothing divine in the Mafforet of 
the Jews, but, as they excell in fubtil niceties all other Nations 
of the World, they hqve added many trifles to their Criticifm or 
Mafforet, and at laft, not knowing the original of this Mafforet, 
they have had recourfe, according to their uwal cuftom, to Mount 
Sinai, and the great AUembly held under Efdras. 

The words fttta, which the Mafforets make ufe of, and 
which the Greeks have taken from military Difcipline, fignifie 
onely a line or rank, of letters, but they are fometimes made ufe 
of to fignifie a rank^ or order of fever al lines whereof the verfes 
and fections are compofed. In this fenfe it is that Hefyckimoi 
Jerufalem, heretofore publifh't a Book intituled S7»x»? M « tfinp- 
•mtov [Xhe diflinWton or divifton of the twelve Prophet* into, feveral 
Orders nr Srttions'J which was obferved in the holy Scriptures for 

illuftra- 
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illuftration fake, as the fame Hefychms obfjbrves. This feems 
however to have been at firft obferved onely in the Book of Job, 
Pfalms, Proverbs, Ecclefiafres and the Canticles, becaufe thefe five 
Books, being compofed in Verfe, or at leaft in Ihort Sentences, 
they have been writ by way of Verfe. In effect I have found them 
writ in good manufcript Copies of the Bible by way of Verfe fepa- 
rated one from the other, and it may be herein the Greeks imi- 
tated the Jews and called thefe Books s?x»f"> to diftinguifh them 
from others. S. Cyril of Jerttfalem and S. Epiphanim mention cyrii. 
thefe five Books under the name of the five s»x»?«<, ai *d the latter " c 4 
adds unto them the Wifedom of Solomon, and the Book, of Jeftts 
the Son of Sir**. Hefychiut without doubt thus divided the Books 
of the Prophecies in imitation of thofe other Books, which Saint 
Jerom affirms he was the firft perfon that had divided the fame 
Prophecies by diftinguifhing them into diftinct verfes, to conform 
himfelf to the Greek and LatinGrammarians,who had introduced 
thefe diftinctions into the Works of the Oratours. Nemo, fays . 
this learned Father, cum Prophetas yidens, verfibus effe defcriptos 
metro eos exiftimet apud Hebraos Ugari, & aliquid fimile habere do 
Pfalmis & operibus Solomonis ', fed quod in Demo (I bene & Tnllio fieri 
folet, *tt per cola fcribantur & commata, qui tttique prof a & nonver- 
fibus conferipferunt, nos qKoque militati legeminm providentes inter- 
pret ationem novam novo fcribendi genere difiinximns. 

The Jewifti Criticks have herein gone beyond the Greeks and 
Latins, for befides the diftinction of verfes we have juft now 
fpoke of, they have other greater fections which make their He- 
brew Copies of the Bible very clear. Firft they have great ones 
which they call Parfciot or divifions which are almoft the fame 
with our Chapters, with this difference onely, that they write not 
thefe Parfciots by way of Title as we at prefent do the Chapters 
in our Books. They leave onely a void ipace, and begin the Sec- 
tion with a line. In the printed Bibles thefe Chapters or Secti- 
ons are marked with the letter P which is the firft letter of the 
word Parafca, and they write three of them thusPPP-, however 
in moft of the good Manufcripts which I have read there is onely 
a void fpace left, and they begin the line without joining any 
letter by way of title. Others write , the word Parafca in the 
Margin juft over againft the Section, to Ihew it is a new Section 
or Chapter, and they have called the Books of the Law by no 
other names than by thofe of thefe Sections, which divide it tho- 
rough- 
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roukhoutf For example, they call the firft Seftion of (7 r y?/ ^. 
3 Secaufe this Book begins with this word ' they 

& 5 3 of them in the Penuwch, and they proportion them 
toS iwdlngs of the Books of the Law every Saturday ,in the 

^onM Sedions, fome ,of which they 

tall open , and others Setuwt or clofed, the firft are 

markVwith the letter P and the others with a Samech or the 
letter 5. I have feen fome manufcript Copies where the Tran- 
foribers had writ at length by way of tide and in other Charac- 
ters Fnith* and Smma, and it is probable that w the beginning 
the? called that P«uha or open Section when a void fpace was 
leift and the line writ afters on thecontrary that which was cal- 
led the Clofed Section was when fome void fpace was lett but the 
writing was continued in the fame line. I pafs by many niceties 
concerning thefe little Sections, for example, how much void 
fpace ought to be left, for befides that this exactnefs feems to me 
tobe fuperftitious, it is not obferv'd either m the printed Books 
or in private perfons Manufcripts, according to ■ -the AricTmefs ot 
the rules laid down by the JewHh Dodtours on.thts Subject. Thefe 
rules are exaftly ©bferved onely in the Conies defigned for the 
Rambam Synagogues. R. Mefes and feveral other Rabbins have treated at 
V'V'f.t larae hereupon in their abridgments of the Talmud, and they 
lZ. agree not amongft themfelves concerning the void fpace to be left 
for the Section. . . . 

We may more truly fay that the Jemm writing out of thejr 
Books have imitated the Greeks and Latins, who have divided 
the parts of their difcourfe into periods and other little Sections 
for the convenience of their Readers. T he Jews, who make my- 
ftery of all things, have afterwards added many fubtil niceties 
concerning the way of marking thefe Sedions, which ferve one- 
ly for ornament to their Copies, they have prohibited the wri- 
ting of the canticles or compofitions in verfe the fame way as 
profeiswrit, but if we fearch never fo little into the original of 
thefe Laws we (hall find they were onely made by Criticks and 
Grammarians, who divided a difcourfe into feveral parts for the 
Reader's particular convenience, and the verfes were in the be- 
ginning writ clofe one after another without being diftinguifli't 
more than the profe. 

There 
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There is therefore nothing particular in all thefe diftinctions 
in the prefent Hebrew Text, onely the Jews have magnified them 
when they fearch after myfteries. We may therefore with them 
call thefe leiTer diftinctions fedarim ranks or raw, and with the 
Greeks six."?** as Hefycbius oijerufdem has termed them. 

They at firft onely mark't with points thofe places where they 
thought the fenfe was compleated, and'as the fertfe ended not al- 
ways alike, they invented feveral forts of points which may be 
called diftin&iones & fubdiflin&iones. Cajfiodore, who has judi- 
cioufly fpoken of thefe divifions by points, affirms, that they ve- itc - c " 1 '' '>• 
ry much illuftrate the Scripture Text, and he adds that they were 
chiefly invented for the eafing from time to time the Reader's 
mind. Quat a majoribus noftris^ fays he, conftat invent as, ut fpi- 
ritus longa Sttione fatigams vires f/tas per f pitta dtereta refmeret. 
Caffiodore alfo above ail things commends to thofe wrio would 
write the Scriptures the obferving exactly thefe diftinctions in 
imitation of S. Jerom, who was Authour of them, and the exact 
marking of the points in each Chapter, forafmuch as thefe points 
ferve in fome fort inftead of explanation. J ft* fqmdtnt po ft ta- 
rt feu punfta quafi quadam via funt ftnfuum & lumina dittionum. 

To conclude, although Caffiodore makes mention of Chapters,, 
nve ought not for all that to imagin that the Bible was divided into 
Chapters as it is at prefent : all agree that Cardinal Hugo of the 
Order of S. Dominic was the firft who invented this diftin&ion of 
Chapters, for the fitting the Hebrew Text to the Concordance 
of the Bible, which he is alfo Authour of. This word Chapter 
in its original (ignifies nothing but a fummary or an abridgment, 
and this the Greeks called and the Latins Capitulum - r 

thefe Summaries or Chapters were placed before each Book, and 
were diftinguifli't by Letters or Cyphers, and thefe fame Letters 
or Cyphers were alio put into the Margin of the Text, juft over 
againfl: the place where a Section began, which was mark't with a 
point and a little void fpace that was left to lh«w the Section. We 
<}an findnpthing that comes nigber the Jewi/h Sections, which we 
have already fpoke of, than thefe fort of Sections which for a long* 
time have been ufed in GreekandLatinBibks^nd which were writ 
out with great exactnefs, and therefore we may eafily judge that 
the Jews as well as C^way are beholden to the Greek and La* 
tin Grammarians for tfieir diftiRCtions in their Bibles. What 
was heretofore caUed Chapter was jrot any thing like toithe Sec- 
tions 
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tfofis or Chapters at prefent, but for the rendririg of the Books 
more intelligible men thought of making little abridgments^ and 
putting thole abridgments or fummaries, which the' Greeks called 
K.tiWi*, at the beginning of each Book. We may find examples 
hereof in the Edition of the New Teftament in Greek printed at 
Venice in the year 1538. and in that of Robert Stephens, which was 
taken from the Manufcripts of the King's Library. CaMoaore calls 
thefeChapter$Titles,and they are fometimes confounded one with 
another^ oecaufe both one and the other were onely fummaries 
of what was contained in the Sections. There feems to be how- 
ever the fame difference between Title and Chapter as there is 
-betwixt the general Title or Infcription of the Section and the 
Titles or more particular Summaries of the fame Section, fo 
that Title in relation to Chapters is the (ame as tJtaos, which 
has been taken from the Latin word Titnlm, is in relation to 
what the Greeks call aagswrx*. But we have fpoke enough con- 
cerning the diftinction of Chapters, which we fhall treat more 
particularly of in the fecond part of this Cf iticifm, in explaining 
how the Books of the New Teftament were heretofore divided. 
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Of the Sell of tUJvyjstflled CarajtQS.' The Caraites receive 
\ the 14 Booh of tfc.Biile, wit fa the vowel-points and tic- 
cents, as the other Jews do. Several illuftrations rela* 
ting to this Sett. 

SEveral Authours have (poke of the car ait e Jews as if their 
/Gopifcs of the Bible difrer'd much froni the Hebrew Copies 
which the other Jews make ufe ofij butthofe who have laid down' 
this>i>rinciple have never read their fedoks, where we plainly fee 
that' they have no other CopieVof the^ Bible than the Moffbret, 
they receive this Majforef as to its points and accent's as Aben 
Efrk^XiiuXjevito. R&bbinlfl: -Jews^ dV* they look upon it as 
a well grounded Tradition^ wMcH has holt ae^nded iipoh - the 
capricious) fancies, of imaii^tnd.?! > A^l-liaV^arlFcady-ilioKe'b'f tfti*' 
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Sett, which very few* either Chriftiant or Jews t know much of. 
I (hall fpeak onely here of what relates to the Hebrew Text of the 
Bible, that neither the Jews or Chrijlians henceforward may do 
them injuftice in this point. 

Carat, according to Eliot Levitts obfervation, fignifies a man 
learned and well verft in the ftudy of the Scripture, but this 
name, which' in the beginning was a glorious one, among the 
Jews, is become opprobrious to them, fince fome, who defpife 
Traditions, diftinguifti themfelves from the body of the Jews by 
this word Carat, thofe of this new Seel: pretended from thence to 
fliew that they had more refined notions of Religion than the 
others, whom they accufed of having in fome fort Jeft the word 
of God to follow the glofles of the Doftours, which the Talmud 
is foil of, On the other fide the Jews blamed them for being Sad- 
ducees, whom in effett they imitated in not receiving the Tradi- 
tions of their Fathers. The little infight which the Jews always 
had either in Hiftory or Chronology, has in feries of time occa- 
fioned thefe Caraites to be confounded with the ancient Sadducees, 
although they differ very much one from the other in matters of 
Faith. ' 

Scaliger, who, in following theRabbinift Jews, hadalfocon- tainmu 
founded the Caraites with the Sadducees, altered his opinion after tr,b ' *' 
he had learnt that the Caraites, who dwelt at Conflantinople, dif- 
fered onely from the other Jews in this that they were more exacl: 
than they in obeying the Commandments of the Law, and that 
they refufed to fubmit to their Traditions. But Scaliger is mis- 
taken in affirming, without any reafon, that the Caraites are 
more ancient than the Sadducees, and befides that the Nazareatis 
whom S. Jerom mentions in fpeaking of their Gofpel which he 
had translated , were real Caraites who profefled Chriftianity. 
Let us leave thefe ill grounded conje&ures of Scaliger and fee 
what were the real opinions'of this Seel;, which is at prefent a 
great abomination to the other Jews. 

The Caraites agree in the fundamental points of Religion 
with the other Jews and diner onely in fome points of DifcipJine 
and Traditions. Some modern Jews, who have more thoroughly 
examined their opinions, have diftingoifh't them from the Sad- 
ducees, as appears by the Book Juhafin, which is a collection of 
fevera* other Books where the Genealogies and feveral other Hi- 
ftories of the Jews are Ipoke of. The Rabbin who compofed chis 
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tSSbSKw full of curious Maximes concerning the fmri- 

more renr i a; auu *«» * . Rabbm wn0 was alfo perfwaded of 
teon. dt LtonQiModena, a venecianivauiuu, rprnnriline the 

M oj. H«/f. ^i^mth has made two fort of Caraites for the reconciling tne 

tmstrutn, ™. nw "y r; , with what we find by experience. 
r.h H«b. common opinion of the 7«tw witn wnai ,™ , i 

ha« aSftted tte 3d opinions of the This is the tea- 

fo thl Kevnhe immortality of the Soul, tad£ KU • £ 

Hefe th iLr4,>« wrong when he fays they receive.nothing of. 
Uie Scripture but the Pentateuch, wherein he very mMi 
confounds them with the Samaritans. It may very well be that the 
3L« opinions concerning Traditions occafionedj h : Au- 
thors of Caraifm to feparate themfelves from the : body of the 
other Jews, efpecially when Traditions encreafed fo fait as to 
makepleafkfcries^fsforrealTraditions. I am however of 
opinion that it cannot be proved that the Camm were ever 
Saddueees, we have no more reafon to confound the Canutes f with 
the Saddueees, than with the Samaritans, as indeed the tome- 
times call them. Samaritans , whence they afterwards believed 
they, received onely the 5 Books of Mofes as the SamarttansQVX \ 
and as all thefe three Seels rejected all the other Jem Traditions, 
thev have been fuppofed to have been of the lame principles, 
and the Jem, either through ignorance or malice, have caft 
many things upon them which might .eafih rbe confuted. 

If we reade the Hiftories writ by the Rabbins we (hall find that 
thofe who fpeak moft exactly make Garaifin to have begun but in 
the eighth Century. They make a certain Jew called Man, of 
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the Family of David, to be the Authour of this new Seel:, who 
lived in the fecond generation of Doctours, whom they call Geo- 
mm, or Excellent, and confequently fince the compofing of the 
Talmud about the middle of the eighth Century. This Rabbin, 
not betng raifed to the dignity of Hannafci, or Chief, and not 
being able to attain the quality of Gcon, or Excellent, oppofed 
the Doctr ine of the Talmudifts and their decilions, which were 
grounded onely upon the gloues of their Fathers and not upon 
the word of God. He had fome followers, and afterwards com- 
pofed fome Books againft the other Jems, who called them Sad- 
^«we/,becaufe they renewed this ancient Sect in the point of Tra- 
dition, wherefore he was excommunicated and condemned by the 
Jewiih Senate as a follower of the Sadducees t whofe party was 
then very low, according to the obfervation of R. David Ganz.. 
They called the Caraites Saddueees, as we call leveral Hereticks 
Simonians, becaufe they are imitatours of Simon Magus. 

There were not then two fort of Caraites, as Leon of Modena 
affirms, but onely thofe who arofe after the collection of the Tal- 
mud, and after the Jewifli Majforets had put points and accents in- 
to the Scripture Text, and this is the reafon why the Caraites 
receive not onely the 24 Books of the Scripture, but alfo the 
points and accents invented by the Doctours of Tiberias. At the 
time when they feparated themfelves from the reft of the Jews 
the Mafforet was already authored, and they were not of opini- 
on that it ought to be rejected, becaufe it was not one of thofe 
ill grounded Traditions. Selden, who has read fome of the Ca- seidcn uxor, 
raites Works, affirms that they receive no Tradition at all, if Hibr ' c ' 3 * 
we take this word Tradition according to the rigour of the fenfe, 
although they receive the Expofitions of their Fathers, which 
have been derived to them without interruption $ but to me this 
feems too nice, for it is certain that the Caraites rejeft the other 
Jews Traditions onely becaufe they believe them not to be true 
ones. Aaron, a Caraite Jew, rejects onely fuch, and befides the 
Authour of the Book intituled Coxsi, who underftood the Ca- 
raites opinions better than any other Rabbinift Jew, affirms that 
the Caraites allow of the Tradition concerning the points and 
accents of the Hebrew Text, whence he feems to infer that they 
ought to acknowledge the other Traditions concerning the expo- 
fition of the Scripture. 
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As the Caraites fet up Reafon for one of the principles of their 
Relision, they carefully examin the Scripture Text, and what we 
call Tradition, which are the other two grounds upon which 
they build. We may fay that they receive Scripture and Tradi- 
tion as well as the other Jews, but they always call their«Reafon 
to their afiiftance, which judges whether the confequences drawn 
from the Scripture do naturally follow, and whether what we 
call Tradition is really fo, and has never been interrupted, this 
they call a conftant and in a manner hereditary Tradition. Al- 
though they all agree in their Principles in general, they however 
differ in the applying thefe Principles, and the modern Caraites 
fometimes differ from the ancient ones. I have obferved this li- 
berty of opinion in reading the Commentary of Aaron, a Caraite, 
upon the Pematewb, It is impoffible for men, who rely fo much 
upon Reafon in matters of Religion, not to be divided amongft 
themfelves. On the other fide we cannot blame them for not 
believing fo eafily all Traditions, efpecially thofe of the Rabbi- 
nift and Talmudift Jews, moft of which have no foundation at all. 
I (hall not here ftay fc- expound particularly the Caraites opinions, 
and wherein they differ from the other Rabbinift Jews, but 
onely what relates to their belief concerning the holy Scrip- 
tures. 

There is no doubt but the Caraites receive, as I have already 
obferved, all the Books of the Bible as the other Rabbinift Jews 
Aaron o. (j 0 : Aaron, Son of Jofepb, a famous Caraite Jew, who has writ 
1 ' 9V • fcveral Books, and amongft others a learned Commentary on the 
Law, makes mention, in the Preface to this Commentary, of the 
24 Books of the Bible, which are authentick among thofe of his 
Seel; as well as amongft the other Jews, This fame Authour 
carefully inquires into'the literal fenfe of the Text, he keeps 
clofely to the points and accents which are in the Majforet Copy. 
When he gives any reafon for the fenfe which he prefers, he has 
often recourfe to Grammar, and then he mentions thegreat Pa- 
tacb, the little Patacb, the Holem, the Saruc, the Sceva, the Ha- 
te fb, Karnes, and all the other niceties in this Art. He fpeaks 
alfo of the Accents, and he fometimes quotes the Authours of 
the Majforet, whofe Judgment he very much values, when he finds 
any various readings. In a word, this Caraite follows the Map- 
firtt as exactly as the other Rabbinift Jewilh Grammarians. 
Hottinger is miftaken when he makes the Caraites fo have other 
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Copies of the Bible than what are ufed by the other Jews. 
Several other Writers have alfo fallen into* the famemiftake, 
and have given their opinion very freely in a matter they under- 
ftood not. It is true that they fometimes in their Commentaries 
quote the Scripture Text otherwife than it is in itfelf, and they 
often fet down the Hebrew words at length with all their vowels, 
but thefe quotations are rather explanations of the Text than the 
Text it felf, and it is enough that they themfelves own that they 
have no other Copies than thofe of the other Jews. Befides their 
Schifm is onely as to Traditions and not to the Scripture Text, 
which they have always preferved as it was at their Separa- 
tion. 

Bnxtorf the Son, as learned as he was in the reading of the m>%t..u 
Jewifh Books.is alfo miftaken in the Caraites, for he fays that here- f^j'- 
tofore they differed among themfelves not onely in the explana- 
tion of fome paflages of the Scripture, but alfo in the reading of 
the Text, and that this, difference betwixt them was very confide- 
rable, becaufe in rejecting of Traditions they refufed alfo to re- 
ceive the Points which are reckoned alfo among Traditions. 
But Aaron the Caraite fays clear contrary and affirms that they 
onely reject: the ill grounded Traditions, befides we find by ex- 
perience that they allow the Majforets points and accents. I know 
that Father Mbrin in explaining a paflage of the C<w* affirms that 
the Caraites thought that the points were of Divine Authority, 
and therefore they received no Tradition. But he gives no proof 
hereof, and on the contrary it is certain that the Caraites are . of 
the fame opinion as Ahtn Efra concerning the Majforet points 
and accents, as I have obferved in reading of the Commentaries 
of Rabbi Aaron, a Caraite Jew. 

The Authour of the Book intituled Cozxi affirms that the Law 
was given to Mofes without points and accents as it is read in the 
Synagogues, then he adds, that if there has been need of fo many 
Traditions about points and accents, and other things which re- 
late onely to the pure Text of the Scripture, for the preferving 
of this Text, thefe Traditions are much more neceflary for the 
explanation of the matters therein contained. This Authour 
would from thence prove that the Caraites, having received the 
Tradition of points and accents, ought not to refufe the Tra- 
ditions concerning the expofition of the Text, and therefore he 
clearly fuppofes that the Caraites have no other Copies of the 
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Bible than thofe which the Rabbinift or Talmudift Jews make life 
of. RamMKftM; in his Commentary upon the Cow, under, 
ftood not the force of this Argument when he fays ; that : the Ca- 
pites reiedt the Tradition concerning the way of reading the 
Hebrew Text, and this has caufed Buxtorf to miftake, who ought 
not in fo great an affair to have relied upon the authority of a 
Rabbin for fear of falling into the fame errour. Let us now fee 
more particularly how the Caraites explain the Scripture. 

Aaron Car aite is fo far from unneceflary multiplying the 
various readings of the Hebrew Text, that he allows not of the 
alleaories and quirks which fome Rabbinift Jews rhave invented 
for the finding out new fenfes. He obferves in the beginning of 
Genefo thatthere are fome Rabbins who reade Badafinxtt or men* 
ma/f/Hnftead of Baracreavit, by changing the Refch into Da- 
Uth< bv reafon of the likenefs of thefe two letters, which extra- 
vagancy he condemns. He condemns alfo thofe who divide B+> 

into two words, as if we read Bo Ha, and he hkewife rejects 
all the various readings which fome introduce into the Scripture 
for the forming of a fenfe according to their fancy, receiving no 
other but fuch as make the beft fenfe : he does not for all that fay 
that we ought to change any thine in the Hebrew Text, becaufe 
this liberty very often proceeds from thegenws of the Hebrew 
Tongue, and not from the variety of Copies. The Jewilh In- 
terpreters often change one letter for another to find out the 
fenfe, although they make no alteration in the Text. This may 
proceed from fomething more ancient, becaufe the ancient Tran- 
scribers, as we have already obferved, were not very exaft, fo 
that we have the liberty at prefent, for the explanation of the 
Text, to have recourfe to thefe alterations. 

The fame Caraite Authour likewife nicely obferves all the fub- 
rilties of Grammar, and often makes ufe of the authority of the 
Rabbinift Grammarians. He obferves when one word is writ 
with one point rather than with another, becaufe that helps to 
find out the fenfe. He fays for example that the word Helbehen, 
in Chap. 4. Gen. V. 4. is writ with a Tvri under the Beth, whence 
he concludes that it is in the plural number, although the letter 
Jody which ufually makes the plural number, is wanting. In 
fpeaking of the word Laielah he obferves that the final He is ad- 
ded by reafon of the accent, and that it belongs not to the body 
of the word. 

To 



Book I. (i 9 i) Chap. XXIX. 

To conclude, I would not have (laid upon thefe niceties of 
Grammar, but that I thought it was necefTary to convince the 
world that the Caraites as well as the other Jews follow exactly 
the Majforet Copies, and this we are to fuppofe as a certain truth 
it being needlefe for me to produce any more proofs. They 
laugh indeed at moft of the Traditions of the^fTW, whom they 
call^ People of Tradition, but they receive without any fcruple 
the points and accents invented by the Majforet Jews, and all 
other Traditions which feem to them to bereafonable and well 
grounded. 
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The original of Grammar among the Jew$> Wliat time it 
began, Its progrefs. A CatpUgpe of the toojt famous 
Jiemijh GnammariattSi 

AFter the Jews of Tiberias had added points and accents to the 
Text of the Bible, the Doftours of other Schools began 
to imitate them. They put thefe points and accents into their 
Copies, which private perfons afterwards writ out for their con- 
veniency. They obferved at that time Tradition onely, becaufe 
the Art was not yet invented for the prefcribing of Rules how to 
mark the points. But the Arabians having made Grammars 
for the perfecting their Tongue, the Jewifh Doftours, who 
lived in places where Arabick was fpoke, made alfo Hebrew 
Grammars in imitation of them, and this is the reafon why the 
firft Jewifh Grammarians writ their Books in Arabick, and the 
Rabbins, who fince that time have writ Grammars in Rabbinical 
Hebrew, have hardly done any thing elfe but tranflated the Ara- 
bick words into another Tongue. Ifaae Levita was fo thorough- 
ly perfwaded hereof that he fometimes goes up to the firft Jewifli 
Grammarians for the better underftanding the propriety of the 
terms in the Hebrew Grammar. He affirms for example, that the 
firftGrammarians did not write the word Sceva with a Van as it is at 
prefent writ, but with a Beth> and that it comes from Scou y to re- 
ducef being the fame with Gieftna in Arabick. Father Morin has 
alfo given feveral o'ther examples to fhew how the Hebrew and 
Arabick agree, thereby to prove that the Jews borrowed their 
Grammar from the Arabians, and there may many more be pro- 
duced. But there is no neceflity of our ftaying longer on this 
Subject, befides that we fhall hereafter find that the Jews have 
wholly imitated the Arabian Grammarians in their method. I 
fhall onely fet down here the time when the Grammar began 
among the Jews. 

Some Authours have fancied that the Hebrew Grammar is not 
above 600 years old, and they ground their opinion on the au- 
thority of the Jews, who ufually fay that Rabbi Juda Wag of 
Fez. was the firft Grammarian. There is alfo in the Book in- 
tituled 
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tituled Junafm that this R,abbin reftored the Hebrew Tongue 
to its purity : after thofe who were in exile had wholly loft it. 
Elias Levitts alio affirms that there was no Grammar; among 
thofe of his Nation before R. Jttda, to whom fucceeded R. Jona 
and R. Stadias Gam, but he is miftaken, forafmuch as Saadias 
Gaon is ancienter than Rabbi Juda, and confequently the Hebrew 
Grammar was long before him. 

Father Morin % who followed the common opinion, has in the 
fecond part of his Exercitations upon the Bible changed his mind, 
after having read a manufcript Catalogue of Jewifli Grammari- 
ans, where Stadias is the firft and not JudaHiug. He has how- 
ever much ado to reconcile the title of this Catalogue with the 
Catalogue it felf, for in the title the Authour lays he intends to 
reckon up all the Jewifh Grammarians from K.JudaHmg to his 
time, that is to fay for 730 years ago, and yet in his Catalogue 
he places Saadias Gaon the firft of all, and R. Juda but in the 
iixtn place. It is probable that the title of this Catalogue was 
made by fome one who was of the common opinion concerning 
the original of the Jewifli Grammar. However it be, it is plain 
by this Catalogue that the Jews ufed a Grammar towards the 
end of the ninth Century or the beginning of the tenth, linceit 
was writ in 1600 and comprehends 730 years , which anfwers 
well enough the time Saadias Gam lived in, who was Head of a r. s«j. 
School in the Territories of Babylon, in the year 927 and his Da 
Books feem to fhew that they had at that time fome knowledge V ;I% 
of Grammar. 

We ought however to acknowledge that the Grammarians 
of that time were not very underftanding and that they could 
not fhake offfome Cabbaliftick fubtiltiesand other quirks, which 
they fpent their whole time in. They underftood not the art of 
Criticifme which agrees not with the ftudy of Allegories, which 
were then much efteemed. Wherefore thefe firft Jewifh Gram- 
marians Books have been neglected as having neither art or me- 
thod. This feems to be the reafon why K.Juda Hiag is called 
the firft Grammarian, becaufe he is in effect the firft who has 
methodically and with any ingenuity treated on this Subject. 
This may alfo be the reafon why this Rabbin calls the Gramma- 
rians Works that went before him Songs and Parables inafmuch as 
they were obfeure and writ in a didaftick ftyle. We fhall here give an 
abridgment of the manufcript Catalogue which we juft now fpoke 
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of- becaufe Father Mwm has onely given jbme extracts, thereof, 
ana we 3 at the fame time add fortte neceffary reflexions of the 
rife and progrefs of Grammar among thetyfiw. ■ 

« SML ffau«o» or the moft excellent of Phttume has compo. 
« fed the Book of Collection, the Book of the Hebrew Tongue, 
44 and a Book of Rhetorick. After him follows an anonymous 
44 Authour oijerufalem, who compofed 8 Books (hwtng a* Sa- 
"phires. The third is K. Adonim Bentmtm -of Babylon, who lw 
44 alfo made a Colleton. The fourth K.JudaBenKam,.^ 
44 has writ a Book on the fame Subject. The fifth K.Menahem 
44 Ben SarttK, a Spaniard, who has alfo writ a Book. The fixth 
« R. Adonim Levite furnamed Labrat, an Arabian of F« , who 
"compofed feveral Books on the fame Subject. The feventh 
44 R. of Fez,, who excelled all the other Grammari- 

" ans that went before him, and writ four Books of Grammar. 
41 The eighth R. fona of Cordova, called Ben Gana, who made 
"feven Books, the feventh whereof was a Dictionary. The 
" ninth R. Scelemo Ben Gavirol. The tenth R. S^ww/ of 
44 Cordova, who writ a Book ealPd Rkheffe. The eleventh 
"Cck» s a Spaniard, callM Geh^tilia of C^w, who added fe- 
44 veral things to the Grammar, which they who went before him 
"underftood nothing of. The twelfth David, a Spaniard of 
44 Granada, who writ a Book intituled ifcf The thirteenth 

44 R. y«rf4 Ben Bileam o( Toledo, who madcibme Books of Gram- 
44 mar. The fourteenth R. Ifaac furnamed Jafus, who writ a 
44 Book intituled Lwfe. The fifteenth R. Levi furnamed An** 
" ban of Saragofa , who made a Bookcall'd the .Key. Thefix- 
" teenth R. Abraham BenEfra, a Spaniard, who excelled all the 
44 others both in number of Books and underftanding. The fe- 
44 vcntecnthR,J<*«& BenEleawr, who compofed feveral Books 
44 of Grammar, one of which is called the Compleat, The eigh- 
14 teenth R. S<?f/o/wo R. Abraham, .who made a Dictionary. 
44 The nineteenth fofeph- Kimhi, a Spaniard, who writ feveral 
" J'ooks. The twentieth Aft/« A'/wW, the Son of this >/ep/;, 
41 who compofed a Book call'd the Introduction to Science. The 
44 twenty firft R. David ' Kimhi i brother of Mofes, who compofed 
** the Miclol or a Commentary, with a Dictionary alfo. The 
44 twenty fecond R. Jofeph Ben Cafpi, who made a Book call'd 
44 Chains of Silver. The twenty third R. Mofes £en Hannefcia, 
44 who alio made a L ictionary. The. twenty fourth R. Jofeph, 
' ■ "who 
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* 4 who writ a Book call'd Atuhour of the Tongue. The twenty 
44 fifth R. Scewuely an excellent Grammarian, who compofed fe~ 
u veral Books of Grammar. The twenty fixth the moft wife 
41 R. Ifaac Son of R. Mofes, which Ifaac is the Authour of a Book 
"call'd theWork^of the Ephod. The twenty leventh R. Jofeph 
44 Ben Jehaia, who writ feveral Books of Grammar. The twen- 
ty eighth an anonymous Authour of the Book intituled the 
* 4 Gate of Tongues. The twenty ninth R. David Ben Jebaia, a 
44 Spaniard, who writ* a Book call'd the Tongue of the learned. 
44 The thirtieth the wife Philofopher R. Abraham Balmes, who is 
44 the Authour of a Book call'd Poffeffwn of Abraham. The thir- 
44 ty firft R. Jofeph, Authour of a Book call'd the Mafier of Kerbs. 
41 The thirty iecond R. Samaria, who writ feveral Books ot Gram- 
* 4 mar. The thirty third R. Scelomo Scaruit, Authour of a Book 
41 call'd Defire of Solomon. The thirty fourth Elias Leviu, a 
44 German Grammarian, who writ feveral Books. The thirty 
44 fifth R. Scelomo Ben R. Jacob Amoli, who writ a Book of Gram- 
44 mar, and a Dictionary calPd Terminated Chains. The thirty 
44 fixth R. Tarn Ben Jehaia, a great Doctour and learned as well 
u in the Arts as in the Tongues, and who has excellently explai- 
44 ned the Roots of the Hebrew Tongue. The thirty feventh 
"K.Elifa Ben R. Matathia, who compofed a Book call'd the 
44 Buckler of David. The thirty eighth R. Emanuel, Authour of 
44 a Book call'd Augmentation of Grate. 

We may plainly fee by this Catalogue that the firft Jewifli 
Grammarians were born in Countries where they fpoke Arabick, 
whether in Babylon, Jerufalem, in Africa, in Andalufia* 4fctn 
Spain. Their Works were firft writ in Arabick and then tranfla- 
ted into Rabbinical Hebrew. In all the fearch I have ; made I 
have found it impoffipletp find any of thefe Books more ancient 
than R . Juda Hiug> Thofe that went before him have been neg- 
lected, becaufe they were neither methodical nor exact. Aben 
Efra however, who has alfo given us a Catalogue of the Jewifli 
Grammarians which were before him, mentions the Books of 
K.Saadiat Gaon upon this Subject, and thefe fame Books are quo- 
ted by other Jem ; but his Commentaries on the Scripture, and 
fome other Works which we have of his at prefent, fufficiently 
{hew that he was no great Grammarian, and that he had not 
much ftudied Criticifm. His way of explaining feveral words of 
the Prophecy of Daniel after the letter, fufficiently Ihew that he 
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wasful! Of ridiculous Cabbaliftick fubtilties. for example, in the 
Chapter where we read Pat-Bag he makes ufe of the Cabbat called 
Gematrie in changing the letter Gimtl into Reich, as if it was 
Hat- Bar, a nitre food. He explains after the fame manner the 
proper name Avednego, as if it was read Awdnebo, by changing 
the Gimtl into He alfo changeth another way the Zatn 

into Txjtddi, Aleph into Ain, Beth into and feveral other 
letters. Moft of the Etymologies he gives are childifh and have 
no foundation; infteadof attributing to Tranfcribers the want 
of fome letters which heretofore ferved inftead of vowels, he flies 
out into allegorical reafons, as when he fays the word Nebmhad- 
nez.tr in the 2d Chapter of Daniel is writ without an Aleph becaufc 
it had been that day determin'd there fhould be no more King- 
dom in Babylon. Thus we fee what reflexions he makes upon the 
Afaflhrer. He has alfo writ a Commentary on the Book of the 
Creation which is afcribed unto Abraham, and we find nothing 
but quirks and Cabbaliftick fittions upon the letters of the He- 
brew Alphabet. ' ' 
We may then conclude that before R. Juda Hiu$, who lived, 
according to the Rabbins computation, at the beginning of the 
eleventh Century, the Jem underftood not the art of Grammar^ 
although feveral of them before writ upon that Subjeft. This 
wmhi m makes K: David Kimhi fay that before R. Judd% time the He- 
"fm 1 b,i brew Tongue was very confuf'd, and that this Rabbin was the 
ftrfl: who endeavoured to clear this confufion, wherefore he calls 
him the chief of the Doctouts who have refinM the Language. 
lrt#wo*d, if we compare the ancient pronunciation of the He- 
brew with that at prelent we (ball find them very different, and t 
doubt not but the Jewifh Grammarians, who went according to 
the Arabian Grammar, have introduced many alterations both in 
the pronunciation ana writing of the Hebrew. The means by 
which this Tongue has been reftored are not lb fure but that we 
find a great deal of incertitude in it. Wherefore that we may 
the better judge hereof, I thought it was neceflary more particu- 
larly to examm the- Jewifh Grammarians Books thereby- to mew 
the uncertainty of tie Hebrew Tongue. ■ , 
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TJje ffiftory of the Jewifh QrammarUns, with the examina- 
tion of their Books, Whence we may know the rife and 
progrefs of the Hebrew Grammar , as aljo its uncer- 
tainty. 

ALthough in the Septuagint and other ancient Interpreters 
time there was a certain method of explaining the Hebrew 
Text of the Bible, there was however no Grammar reduced into 
art. The Rabbins pretend to have a greater advantage herein 
than the former Jem, became they are able by this means to 
mako feveral reflexions upon the Hebrew' Tongue which their 
prtdeceflburs knew nothing of. But on the other fide the rules 
prescribed by thefe Grammarians are fometimes fi> fibril and 
uncertain that I mould in many places prefer the method of the 
Ancients before thefe rules. This we (hall more eafily know by 
the examination we are about to make of their Books. 

The Authour of the manufcript Copy \#ich we before men- 
tioned makes R. jfnda Ming to be the Authour of four Books 
of Grammar whofe Titles he fets down. R. David Kimhi fp.eaks 
onely of two, and in a Preface to R. ?o**?$ Grammar it is laid 
that R. flfofes, Son of R. Samuel Cthen Gek&tilia, tranflated two 
of R. J.Hda\ Books of Grammar out of Arabickinto Hebrew. 
I have read a manufcript Grammar of this Rabbins wherein he 
wholly imitates the Arabian Grammarians- method* and he (ays 
atfirft that his defrgn'is onefly to fpeak; of the letters called 
Hidden, 'and thctffc which have" been added, which he calls in 
Hebrew Oththaffettr , Vebamtoeptec , literas occultationit & pro~ 
trattionis. The greateft fecret of the Hebrew Tongue confifts 
in how todiftingul/h thefe forts of letters and to mark exacTily 
thole 'Which belong to the body of words and thofe which do 
not; Now aii they ares fometimes hidden either in pronuncia- 
tion or in their way of being writ, becaufe the Tranfcribers 
hate ibfeftnes left them out, R- J»da gives us in his Book 
fome rules for the difcovery of them. Thefe rules belong chiefly ' 
to theletters £w, that is to fey, to AUph, Van and J ad, which 

arc 
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arc eafily fuppreft or changed one for the other, and then wi- 
lds we have undemanding enough to find them out we fall in. 
to errours. R. Juda affirms that few perfons underftand the fe- 
rret of thefe letters , and herein he blames the ignorance of 
thofe Grammarians that went before him. He accufes an ex- 
client Grammarian of his time who could not reduce words to 
their roots becaufe he underftood not thefe rules. But all thefe 
rules and feveral others which have been invented fince him on 
the fame Subject, hinder not the Rabbin Grammarians from 
the difputing at prefent about the root of many words, and 
confequently about their true fignification 5 their rutoare not 
always certain, andbefides the Hebrew Copies they ufe differ 
from the ancient ones in many places, which renders the rea- 
ding of the Text very uncertain. . . . 

The fame Rabbin places the letter He when it is jn the end 
of words amongft thofe which are called aniefcentesof and 
he adds that it is then fet down inftead of Aleph } This Rule 
has its rife from the ancient Jews, who confounded the Aleph 
with He after their return from Babylon. The Chaldee which 
became their mother Tongue ufually iraploys this letter Jteph 
in the end of words. I have found in reading very good ma- 
nufcript Copies of Be Bible that the ancient Transcribers 
oftner confounded thefe two letters than they are in the prin- 

ted Copies. - ... ->' * . < 

To proceed R. Jud* imitates the Arabian Grammarians in, 
laying down for a foundation of reading onely the three letters 
Aleph, V** and Jod, which the Jews for this reafon call mares 
lettioms. Thefe letters ferved inftead of vowels before the 
Jews of Tiberias had invented points, and the Arabians at pre- 
fent have onely three points which anfwer thefe three ancient 
vowels. But the Jews have invented many more tor the better 
marking the different pronunciations, which have 'not been fnf- 
ficiently diftinguim't by . the Arabians. u 

The Jewifh Grammarians feem however to have too much 
limited thefe ancient vowels, finee S. \Je ram calls not onely 
Aleph, Va* andjW vowels, , but z\(o He r Hetk m$ ,Ain v >p the 
Jews of his time did. .< i\ :.\ i\ 

The fame K.Juda has pbferved that thefe lexers w,m«k we 
call ancient vowels are fometimes loft, and then tjiey are (im- 
plied by a point call'd a dagefc, which mews they are wanting, 

and 
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and that of j two words we are to make but one, which was no 
doubt taken- from, the Arabians, with this difference onely, that 
the Arabians change onely the pronunciation and not the way 
of writing, whereas the Jews change both the one and the other, 
which oftentimes becafions various readings in the Hebrew 
Text. 

He moreaver adds this other rule of Grammar that the He* 
brews are ufed to change the Aleph into He } and for this rea- 
fon they have written Etfjabbar with an Aleph inftead of Hithab* Clm. 20. 
far with an He. EeealU with an Aleph inftead of Hhealli with f8 
an He. EJtolalu with an Aleph inftead of Hiftolalu with an He. pf.V 76. 
And Afcem with an Aleph inlfcad.of Hafcem with an He. He 
gives in the.fame place feveral other examples of this alterati- 
on which is'ufual enough ip Scripture, and can onely proceed 
from Tranfcribers, who have confounded thefe two letters by 
reafonx>f their being,pronouncedplike, efpecially when the Jews 
at their return from Captivity Ipoke Chaldee. He gives alfo 
. examples where . Aleph is taken for He at the end of words, 
but we need not Hand any longer hereupon , it is enough to 
have obferved in general the method of this Rabbin's Gram- 
mar, to clear as ; much as pofliblethis great cqnfufion of letters 
which are put down one for, the other in the Hebrew Text. 
It perhaps would have, been better to have corrected this Text, 
and to have reftorcd the ancient reading according to the genius 
of the Hebrew Tongue. It is certain that the firft Authours of 
the holy Scriptures, who writ before the Captivity, fpokepure 
Hebrew and not Chaldee, and. therefore what R. luda and fome 
Grammarians after him have called alteration of letters, isi a* 
ther for the moll part an errour of the Tranfcriber than an 
alteration peculiar to the Hebrew Tongue. 

Befides thefe alterations he gives examples of the letter Jod 
being changed into Aleph, fan into Alcsh, Vm into He, and fe- 
veral fuchlike, then he cxamins the Verbs which begin with thefe 
fort. of letters, and he explains all the different cafes.whcre this 
may happen, he gives rcafons for the pointing, and why one 
thing is pronounced and another not. He wholly follows the 
Arabian Grammarians method in explaining the changing of the 
letters h and * ope for another, that istofay-^/rf6 t K*«and 
Jod. If he finds any irregularity in pointing he exactly marks it 
by giving, the place of. Scripture where it is, and that we may , 

not. 
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not be deceived he reduces words to theirtoots. For example 
in Chapter the thirteenth of fftUk where Uettn is ; <mt without 
an JtepL he fays this word is infteadof fJMwfo an Jleph t 
then he adds this obfervation there are fomc words where the let- 
ter Jleph is filent and left out as fuperauous although it belongs to 
the body of the words. The liberty which the Trarifcribers nave 
taken of adding or leaving out thefe fort of letters^ bredinuch 
confufion in the Hebrew Text, fo that, it is necelTary we fliould 
underftand the rules that we may father obferve the fenfe than the 
manner of every word's being writ, " r . . 

R.J«^ moreover explains the alterations of the pointing as 
they ateoccafioned by accents. In a word, he gives an account 
of all the niceties of Grammar ; as for example of Sceva or 
Dagefc Hateph, Patah, and after having examin'4 th< Verbs 
which begin with an AUph he pafles to thofe that begin with a 
TW, and fays that the Dortours of his time, not undemanding 
this part of Grammar, have committed grdfs errours. He runs 
at large upon their ignorance and the realons which they alledge j 
whence we may eafUy judge how little the Jews underftood the 
Hebrew Tongue before they had learnt the art of Grammar from 
the Arabians. Ttiey could not, according to this Authour, di- 
ftinguimthePraeterperfeftTenfe from the Future in Verbs that 
began with a JW, wherefore he makes a4ong Catalogue of them 
and reduces them to their roots, wherein he fometimes differs 
from the Grammarians who went before him and were not un- 
demanding enough to make thefe diftin&ions. ^ 

The fame Rabbin afterwards panes to the fecond part of Wis 
Grammar, where he fpeaksof the Verbs Whofe fecond letter is 
filent, efpecially fince the adding of points to the Hebrew Text, 
whereas there was heretofore no other vowels but thefe filent let- 
ters. He obferves in this fecond part the fame method he does 
in his firft, and afterwards examins the Verbs which end with 
any of thefe filent letters, and this makes the third or laft part 
of his Grammar, for we ought to underftand that the pure He- 
brew words have never more than three letters in their root. 

We can conclude nothing from this Work of R. Juda Hiug, 
unlefs that the ancient Grammarians agreed not among them- 
felves concerning the root of the Verbs which we call filent, and 
the Rabbins at prefent can't agree hereupon notwitbftanding all 
the rules which have been invented for the clearing this matter. 

There's 
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There's none but knows that each Hebrew Verb has no more 
than three radical or eflential letters, but when any one is wanting 
it is hard to find it out : fome reduce it to one root and others 
to another, which is one caufe of the various Tranflationsofthe 
Bible. 

K.Jona, who is the molt famous Jewilh Grammarian next to 
R. Juda, has compofed feven Books of Grammar, and amongft 
others a Dictionary. The Works of this Rabbin were ricver prin- 
ted, although they were tranflated out of Arabick into Rahbini- 
t cal Hebrew. I have read the firft part of one of his Works in- 
* tituied Ricnta, which contains his Grammar and Dictionary j he 
obferves in the beginning that the Jem of his time very much 
neglected the ftudy of Hebrew, then he propofes the Arabians, 
among whom hedwelt, as an example who carefully refined their 
Tongue. He moreover mentions the firft Grammarians, pla- 
cing R. Saadias Goon firft, and another Head of a School, cal- 
led Samuel Ben Haphm^ after having fpoken of Saadias GaonH 
method in interpreting the difficult words by other fuch like in 
the Arabick Tongue, he acknowledges that Hebrew has been al- 
moft loft, and hass,been reftored by other neighbouring Tongues. 
If we will believe him this Tongue was not in its perfection when 
he writ his Grammar, he makes no fcruple of accufing the Gram- 
marians that went before him of ignorance, whom he blames 
for being often deceived in placing of leveral letters amongft ra- 
dical, or elTcntial ones, which were not fo. He fpares not even 
R. J.Hda\ whom ;he blames for being deceived as well as the reft - 7 
laftly, he promifes in his Preface that he would give in his Dic- 
tionary the interpretation of fome words which are hardly un- 
derftood, as the names of Meafures, Weights, Animals, preci- 
ous Stones, andieveral other ibch, which he promifes to explain 
according to the opinion of R. taadias Gaon, R, Seriva, R. HaL 
R. Samuel BenHaphni^^jaA other Jem, called Gcwim, who had 
gone before him. 

He begins his Work by dividing of the parts of Speech, as 
the Arabian Grammarians had done and he particularly explains 
the nature of thofe things, and their proprieties, which he jpcaks 
differently; Of according to the feveral opinions of Grammari- 
ans • /for J^e mbj^mei^odical proceeding he divides the letters 
into guttural, iabfal and others,: then lie. fees,, down their pro- 
prieties and differentnnibns in relation to Verbs. He fays, ifor 

D d example, 
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e*amole that by theunibn of the two letters, Beth^AAin, the 
T^Avar.Balr, 2?m*, JUm, are made, and afterwards 
SthlTet ers-wkh are called radfcal or eflentiaU which he 
SftinRuiflies from thofethat are accidental or added. The ef- 
S letters, according to this Authour are Za>»Da ; 
hth Hetb Teth Samec, Aw, Vhe, Twd, Coph,Ke\h, tneotners 
IrTaccWentaS He obferves thatthe Grammarians that 

went ^Sehta, ddier in the Levant or n Spain have treated 
of all thefequeftions, and that they have invented certain marks 

orf.RnsK^ lett SS and 

amoLft others he quotes R. Menahem Ben Zarttc. The ex- 
amples of R. Jon* on this Subject illuftrate many places of Scrip- 
C and he fometimes condemns R. Jnda for being ^deceived 
fometimes in reading one point for another, as in the V erb J«- 
elUh Chap. 16. jfcfr Vorft 7, he inlarges much upon thefe 
fort of letters, that we may diftinguifh what is eflfentiaT in words 
from what is added. He explains alfo the changing of one letter 
for another, and the points which are Sometimes put one for 
anothe? I mall not here fpeak of the declenfions ofVouns and 
Verbs , and feveral other niceties Of Grammar which are not 

Pa lfTcouW hawfound thefe two Rabbins Dictionaries I would, 
have treated more at large upon this Subject, but for want ot 
them we may go to .the Dictionary of Ktrnhi, who quotes them 
and at the fame time confutes them. Whence we may 
many places the ancient Interpreters of the Scripture when they 
agree Sot with the modern ones, and we find tint thefe Gram- 
marians look not on the Mafforet as infallible, fmce they heed 
onely the fenfe, and apply the general rule of the Mafforet to 
places as they think fit. Let us now come to the Grammarians 
whofe Books are printed. , . ' t ■ Jbi . 

The firft and moft learned of thefe Grammarians js Am Ezra 
twoof whofe Books of Grammar we have under the.names of 
Eleeancy and The Ballance of the hpty Tongue. As he fonowsthe 
method of the Rabbins Jnda and Jona we foall not here dwell 
much upon him. I fhall onely take out of this ' Authour j Books 
what he thought concerning the Hebrew Text andthe Mafforet, 
in the Preface to his Commentaries upori the Mtatekch, m 
nrms that we ought not to trouble our felves hoW words are writ, 
whether they are intire or defective, becaufe thatffloft commonly 

depends 
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depends uponTranfcribers. He wholly rejects their reafons who 
ffi oneryridiculous allegories and quirks which are onely fit to 
amufe Children : he has not however blamed theWork of the M*f- 
Carets as we have already obferved but he could not endure the fub- 
tilties of fome Jewifo Interpreters who find myfbenes where there 
are none. He confiders not fo much how words are writ as the tenfe, 
and he fcruples not to change one letter into another as Samec into 
Shin, Aleph into^inw* He, and he obferves for example that 
the word W, Chap. 8. of Daniel, which is writ with an Aleph 
ought to be explained as if it were JnbM ! with a Jod, as it is writ 
in Chap. 17. of Jeremiah, and the reafon he gives is that thefe 
•two letters are ufually changed one for another, and that in the 
Scripture the word Jfai with a Jod is the fame with withan 
Aleph, Saint Jerom\ Tranflation in this place agrees with Aben 

EZ R.' David Kimhi, who was alfo a Spaniard, as well as Aben Ez.ra, 
has been the moft followed of all the Jewifli i Grammarians as 
well by reafon of his method as the neatnefs of his ftyle. Thoie 
of this Family have very much ftudied the Hebrew Tongue : we 
have a Grammar of Mofes Kimhi, Brother to David, , whicti i has 
been tranuated into Latin, and befides the Books of JofephKon- 
hi their Father are fometimes quoted by the Rabbins. But R. Da- 
vid Kimhi, having gone beyond the others, his are the onely 
Books, which have been read for thefe laft ages. The Chnftians 
have trantlated them according as they had neceffity, and have 
regulated thereby their Tranflations. The modern Jem alfo 
prefer him before all other Grammarians, and Aben Melech, who 
has made a collection of the Grammatical interpretations of the 
Rabbins upon the whole Scripture relies chiefly on this Authour. 
He fays there are none that can be compared to him either for 
the my of the Mafforet or for the examining the good manufcript 
Copies of the Bible in Spain. Although Kmhi follows the Maf- 
Tom exactly enough, he neverthelefs fometimes deviates from it, Zccl , 
and changes letters one for the other for the finding out a better 
fenfe. He obferves for example in Chap. 1 1. of Zechana where 
we read Jot far. that the Interpreters tranfiate it as if it was 
Otfar, with an Aleph inftead of a Jod. The Mafforet allows us 
indeed to change the letters one for another in thofe places it 
has mark't out, but the Grammarians have gone further and 
applied the general rules of the Mafforet to feveral other places. 
ri D d 2 . * » e 
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The fame R. David Kmhi keeps notfo clofe to the Majforet 
pointing but that he fometimes takes notice of the good Spanifli 
Manufcript Copies, which he often quotes for example* in Chap. 
1 1. of Emhiel, where We reade Mikdat with a Camets under the 
Daleth and Meath with a Patah, he fays that Mityas has a Patah, 
and that it is to be conftrued with Meath, becaufe Meath. is there 
a Noun Subftantive. This he affirms he has feen in fbme correct 
Copies, although in others Meath is writ with^ Camets and coh- 
fequently is an Adjective: whence we ought to conclude that we 
are not altogether certain of the Majforet reading, and that we 
may confult the ancient Copies, fince R. D. Kimhi prefers area- 
ding which is contrary to the Majforet. 

In Chap. 24. of the fame Prophet where we reade Hark&h with 
a Patah under the He, he in his Dictionary obferves that it is 
either the Infinitive or Imperative of the Conjugation Hiphil, 
that R. Jona has read a Camets under the He in a Copy of 
Jerufakm, and then that it is an Infinitive of the Conjugation 
Hophal, and moreover the fame R. Jona affirms that he had read 
it with a Patah in a Copy of Babylon, and that this reading agrees 
with what he had read m correct Copies. Although the queftion 
is not here concerning a Camets or a Patah, this alteration how- 
ever occafions great varieties in the Trandations of the Bible. 
In Chap. 9. of Ezechiel, where we at prefent reade Damim he 
read in his Copy Hamai as appears by his Commentary upon Ver. 
the 9th of this Chapter, and he at the fame time obferves that 
other correcl: Copies have Damim. He has not however followed 
this laft reading although it was in the Majforet. 

Laltly, if we never fo little confider the reading otKimhPs 
Dictionary, and his Commentaries on the Scripture, we fhall 
find that he has very often doubted not onely about the interpre- 
tation of words, but alfo of the way how they ought to be read, 
and for this reafon he has confulted the beft Copies he could find! 
Befides the Grammarians who lived before him, efpecially R. fa- 
da, Rr. Jona and R. Aben Ezxa are not always of his opinion con- 
cerning the way of reading the Hebrew Text. If he had been 
perfwaded of the infallibility of the Majforet he might eafily by it 
havedecided the various readings, inftead of going to the ancient 
copies. There was fometimes fo much probability in the vari- 

,°^, r * d , ing ? th ,? h ^ a F es affirm nothin Sat all, as appears in the 
loot jaiyr m his Dictionary, and many other words which he 

doubts 
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doubts of both as to their interpretation - and their way of being 
writ. 

The great efteem which KimhH Books have acquir'd has made 
moft of the Grammarians who writ fince him to be neglected, 
although fome of them have corrected him in feveral places. 
R. Jofeph Aben Cafpi> who has compofed a Dictionary called Chains 
of Silver, differs often from the other Grammarians, and he con- 
demns in the beginning of his Work R. Jona Aben Ezra and 
Kimhi for being iometimes miftaken in the roots. But as he very 
well underftood the uncertainty of the Hebrew Tongue, he on 
thefe occafions gives the interpretations which he thinks are moft 
probable without daring to decide any thing thereupon. I do not 
believe that this Rabbins Book has been printed. 

Eliot Levita, a German Jew, who dwelt almoft continually in 
Italy, is the moft learned Critick among the Jews, and has excel- 
led them all in the art of Grammar. Betides his obfervations on 
the Books of Mofes and David Kimhi, he has compofed feveral 
works of Grammar, which have been tranflated into Latin, and 
• his reflections on this Art are very ufefull for a through under- 
ftanding of the Hebrew Tongue. Manfier, Fagiw and fome other 
Chriftians who lived in his time, profited very much from the 
learned readings of this Rabbin, who created a great deal of ha- 
tred to himfelf by reafon of his too great communication with 
the Chriftians to whom he taught Hebrew. He had at Rome fome 
Cardinals and perfons of the higheft quality of that City for his 
Scholars. Munfier, who has tranflated fome of his Works, af- 
firms that before he had read the Books of Elias he had took up- 
on him the title of Mailer although he was not at that time a good 
Scholar. We may fay that this is the onely man among the Jews 
who has not fuffer'd himfelf to be prepblfefled, and barely relied 
upon the authority of his Doctours. He has examined things 
in themfelves and without following the prejudices of the other 
Jews, he has treated of the various readings of the Hebrew Text, 
the Points and Accents with a great deal of liberty. We ought 
more efpecially to reade an excel lent Treatife of his calPd Maf- 
foreth Hammaforeth, where like a judicious Critick he explains the 
difficulties of the Majforet. 

We may join with this Rabbin another Jewifii Grammarian 
called DeBalmes, who lived at the fame time, whofe Grammar 
was printed at Venice with the Latin Tranflation thereof in the 

year 
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vear i «23. This Authour is not at all methodical, but for all 
22t hl fs very learned, and correfts in many places the errours 

Slainlvftewstheunce „ . 

the Books of them that went before them. I 
a word or two concerning a fhort Grammar printed at Cm- 
ftJZle, and compofed by a ^ called ^on Hmfion. 
Th s Authour endeavours chiefly to clear the confufion of i he 
Hebrew Text, and he has laid down certain rules for that pur- 
pofe whencewe may eafily conclude that this Text is verj run- 
certain and has been fubjeft to many alterations. He Tays hen 
that the Scripture ufes to repeat the fame things and fometimes 
the fame words over again-, that there are things wanting, re- 
dundances, tranfpofitions, plurals join'd with fingulars and fin- 
Ss withpluraX words writ different ways, nouns feminine 
with verbs mafculine, and on the contrary nouns mafculine join d 
with verbs feminine, and feveral other irregularities which he 
gives examples of. ke gives us alfo a little abridgment of the 
MafTom. In a word ail thefe rules have been taken from the pre- 
fent Hebrew Text, and it has not been examined whether this 
proceed from the nature of the Hebrew Tongue, or the faults of 

Transcribers. . V 

Laftlv we are to obferve that we find more various readings 
of the Scripture Text in the ancient Jewilh Manufcripts than m 
printed Books which have been corrected, efpecially in the pla- 
ces where the Text agreed not with the prefent one. The Ma- 
nufcripts themfelves differ very much, and there are very few 
Tewifh Criticks who obferve thefe varieties when they print the 
Books. The Manufcript Copies for example of Kimht's Dictio- 
nary are very different from the printed ones, and elpecially from 
the Edition of Venice. The Jew who printed this fame Book at 
Naples has dealt more fincerely, for he freely confers that he 
corre&ed the manufcript Copy in fome places where it differed 
from the Text of the Bible, and he has put thefe various rea- 
dings at the end of the Book, as Mr Cappellain has obferv'd in a 
Book where he accufes the Tews of foul dealing. We ought not 
however methinks for all this to accufe them of foul dealing, be- 
caufe they have printed thefe Books according to the uiual rul« of 
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Criticifm by correcting the places which they thought were faul* 
ty we ought rather to lay this fault upon the prejudices of their 
Majforeti which have caufed them to condemn as erronious what- 
foever agreed not therewith, and to neglect the putting down 
the various readings which they thought were unprofitable. To 
conclude, it is time for us to finifh the firftpart of this Work, 
and after having ftiewn the uncertainty of the Hebrew Text and 
Tongue, and the various conditions of the Originals of the holy 
Scripture for many ages, let us now pafs to the Tranflations of 
thele Originals, which we fliall examin in the following Book. 



The End of the Firft Book 
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BOOK II. 

Wherein the chief Tranflatbm of the little are Treated of* 
* ■ , j • — 

CHAP. I. 

The GetferdTrartJlittions of the Bible, which have been mfc 
either h) 'Jetvs or Chrijtiatts. 

HAving given the Hiftory of the Holy Text, and of the feve^. 
ral changes which have befaln ic fince the lofs of the hrft 
Originals i Iihall now pafs to the HUtory of the chief 
Tranflations nude either by Jews or Ghriftians. The Hojy Scripture* 
having been given to men only for their Inftruc? ion, was at firft 
writ in a Language known to them > and it is certain that the Jews 
fyoke Htbnw when Mofes gave them the Law. The other Hiflorical 
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Books of the Bible were likewife writ in a time when the Hebrew 
was ihe Jews Mother- tongue, ana laftly the Prophets compos d their 
Sphcfics in the Tongue which was then fpoke, and was undertook 
bX People but as States are lyable to changes, the Jews having 
hi fubjeded to the Chaldeans, and remaining in Bondage feveral 
years in Lbylon, forgot their own Language > and being returned** 
Jcrufalem they fpoke Clnldee. ' 

At that time the Jcwifh Doctors began to interpret the Text of 
the Law to the Peopfc in Cbaldee. Neverthelefs there was not. then 
compos'd any entire body of the Chaldtan Paraphrafe to be given to 
the People-, but they continued the reading of the Books of Mofes 
in the fame tongue they were writ in, and the Dodtors were con- 
tented with expounding them in a language underftood by all. This 
antient Cuftom has fincc been obferv'd by all the Jews in what 
Country foever they have dwelt v and to this we are : to afcribe moft 
of the Tranflations which the Jw.have made almoft into, all thefe 
Languages. To each Verfe, or at 1eait to the hardeft words, they 
joyned the interpretation in the Vulgar Tongue, to the end they 
might underftand what they read, which decahoned the making of 
Tilnflations or whole Paraphrases,, and we yet and feveral Manu- 
fcript Copies of the Pentateuch, where the Chaldean Paraphrafe is 
mingled with the Hebrew Text •, and in this manner, that after 
every Hebrew Verfe, the fame Verfe follows tranflated into Cbaldee, 
' The Great Trahflition commonly called the Septuagint, was- the 
firrt Tranflation which the Jews made of the Bible > it was fo a E - 
provedof by them, that the Hellenift Jews, which were very nu- 
merous, feem equally to have efteemed it with the Original of 
Mofes: in that they read it as is commonly believed m their Syna- 
gogues-, whereas the Vulgar Latin Tranflations ferv d only for the 
toftiuftion'of the" People, and to be read in the- Schools. , adding; 
to the cuftom which the Jews obferve to this day m- the fame Sy- 
nagogues, where the Law of Mojet is permitted to be- redd only m 
the Original, although moft of them underftand it not. Which 
mays me doubt whether it-be true that the Hellenift Jews read m 
their-Synagogues any Copies of the Law of Afe/w buttbeCtiginal 
Hebrew, although fc«<M»»> an4 feme other fathers a.fficm that the 
Jews of their time'read in their Synagogues the Greek Septuagint 
Ttanvlatioin we (hall hereafter clear this difficulty.. . 
: The Samaritans likewife had a Greek Tranflation of the Penta- 
unu tewch, of which fome fragments only remain, which we. may gar 
: thtr 
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therout of the Works of the Fathers and fome Greek Scholiafls. 
They moreover have another Tranflation of the fame Pentateuch in 
the Samaritan Language, Or rather in old Cbaldee, or Syriac, v. hfch 
comes very nigh the Antient Babylonian Tongue. . Befidcs thfs laft, 
Samaritan Tranflation, which is Printed in the Englifh and French'! 
folyglottts, there are others \n Arabiel^ but all thefe Tranflatiops arc 
only for the ufe of particular Perforis, and for the Schools, whereas" 
they read in the Synagogues the Original of the Law of Mofes, writ 
in the Hebrew and Samaritan Characters. 

The Caraite Jews ufe the Tranflations made by the other Jews, ' urait-:. 
and they highly ,efteem a Tranflation of the Pentateuch into Vulgar 
Greek, Printed at Conjtantinople in Hebrew Characters. They like- 
wife make ufe of fome Arabick Tranflations, but they read in their 
Synagogues the Hebrew Text, which is the Original. In fine,, wo 
may fay that the Jews,as well as the Samaritans and Rabbinift Jews, 
have tranflated the Scripture into the vulgar Tongues of all the 
Countries they have lived in. At leaft, rf they have not all thefe! 
Tranflations in one body ; they have have joyn'd'the Explanation 
of every word of the Text in a Tongue they underftood-, I have" 
feen fome fragments of the Books of Mofes writ in Hebrew, with a 
French Paraphrafe upon the moft difficult words in Hebrew Cha- 
racters, which we can afcribe to none but the Jews of France, who 
made thefe Paraphrafcs when they had Synagogues, and Schools, in 
which they read and expounded the-Law. m 1 

I (hall in the feriesof this Difcourfe fpeak of feveral other Tran- 
flations which the Jews have made for their own private ufe. The 
Spanifh Jews have likewife made fome, which the Jews of Italy 
make ufe of, as well as the Spaniards, becaufe the lialian Jews gene- 
rally underftand both the Languages > and I believe there is no 
Jewifli Tranflation writ in Italian. 

Moreover we may obferve that "moft of the Tranflations in the 
vulgar Tongues are of a Barbarous Language, and altogether unpo- 
lifh'd, the words they make ufe of in thefe Tranflations are not or- 
dinarily ufed, forafmuch as the Jews who would Tranflate word, 
for word the Hebrew Text, have made a certain Language, which 
may be called the Language of the Synagogue. The Greek of the 
Septuagint Tranflation, and even that of the New Teftament is of 5 
this fort, fo that it is almoft impoflible to underftand it, without 
perfectly undemanding the Syriack or Chaldee Tongue, which is 
the Language the Jews fpoke at that time.This has occaiioned fome 
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learned Criticks to call it the Hellenift Tongue, to diftinguifli it from 
the Common Greek. 
TratrfUd- As for the Tranflation of the Chriftians. It was a long time be- 
rJ w thC forc the Churcn woul( * acknowledge any other Scripture than the 
Chrmiaw. ^ e p tU agint Tranflation. It is true that our Saviour and the Apoftles 
being at Jerufalm and the neighbouring Cities* could make ufe of 
no. other Text of the Bible than the original Hebrew , which was 
then read » but after our Saviours death the Apoftles being difperft 
into feveral places of the Empire where they ufed the Grecian lan- 
guage* and where the Jews themfelvcs read in their Synagogues* or 
at leaft in their Schools , the Septuagint Tranflation , they thought 
they were obliged to make ufe of the fame, to convert at the fame 
time both Jews and Gentiles. It had been to no purpofe to have ufed 
the Hebrew Text, which very few of the Jews then underftood. 

Many Nations who fpoke different Languages, having in feriesof 
time embraced the Chriitian Religion, the Septuagint Tranflation 
which was fn that time the only Authentick Scripture amongft the 
Chriftians, was tranflated into all their Languages. Neverthelefi 
we have almoft nothing remaining of thefe Antient Tranflations 
and thofe which we have under the name of the Mtbiopian, Per/tan 
and fome other People feem to be of lefs Antiquity than thofe Anti- 
ent ones fpoke of by the Greek Fathers. TheLatinTranflation , 
which was like wife called the Italian or Vulgar, and which is very 
Antient, has been better preferved than the others, although we have 
it not at prefent perfect, and as it was in the time of St. Jerom and 
St. Juguftln. It was neceffary for Rome which was the Seat of the 
Empire, to have a particular Tranflation in Latin : befides the Lath? 
was not circumfcribed within the compafs of Italy, but it had fpread 
tffelf into 4riw amongft the Gauls, mo Spain, Pannonia, and feve- 
»al other places of the Empire, where Colonies had been fent, which 
carried along with them the LatirfTongue. 

There is another Latin Tranflation which we commonly call the 
Vu gar, and which is very different from the Antient Vulaar or 
baltan one, which was ufed in all the Weftern Churches before 
5t. Jtrm had made his New Tranflationof the Bible from thekebrew 

I e3 S'r A We Jfj 11 h ? cafi « ex Pla»n the reafons of fo great a chanec in 
Ihe Weftern Church. 6 

The Weftern Church has always kept to the ancient Greek Sepcua- 
«nt Tranflation, which every Nation has tranflated into their own- 
tongue the Syrian* only,, made twoTranOations of theScripture, 

the. 
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theone from the Hebrew, and the other from the Greek Septuagint, 
which they prefervc to this day. But we (hall hereafter examine all 
thefe Tranflations in particular, and at the fame time the Arabick, 
and others which are us'd in the Eaftem Churches. The SchiGn of 
thefe laft Ages has occafion'd many other Tranflations, moft of them 
madefrom the HebicwText : And as in the beginning of Chriftianity, 
Aqnila, Theodotion, Symmacbus, and fome other Interpreters, fee up 
new Geeek Tranflations againft that of the Septuagint, fo likeivifc 
the Protectants have fct up their new Tranflations againft the ancient 
Latin or Vulgar one, authoriz'd by the whole Weftern Church. The 
Albigmfes, Waldenfes, and thofe of the Se& of W3?c^(f, had made 
Tranflations of the Bible into the VulgarTongue \ but as they undei- 
(lood not Hebrew, they tranflated from the Vulgar Tranflation as 
welt as they could. 

The Protectants which came afterwards in a time when the Hebrew pmtflMts 
Tongue Was underftood in Europe, thought they could have no better 
t eafen for the laying afide theTranflation which was us'd in the We- 
fterri Church, than by miking new Tranflations from the Hebrew, 
which mould be more exact than the ancient ones. Luther was the uthtu 
firft who tranflated from the Original all the Bible into High-Dutch v 
and not being fatisfi'd with his firft Tranflation, he made another. 
His Tranflation has been again tranflated by thofe of his Sect into 
EHmiflv, Swedifli, Saxon , and other Languages. Leon of Juia of 
made likewife almoft at the fame time another Tranflationof the Bi- J M ** 
ble into High-Dutch for the Zuinglians, which Sect he was of. Thofe 
of Geneva who in the beginning of their Reformation us'd an ancient Gun* 
French Tranflation made from the Vulgar, would likewife have a 
Tranflation from the Original into French. Robert Olivetan, aKinf- Rob.Olive< 
man of Cabins, was the Author of this firft Tranflation printed at tM * 
Nvufihajtel in the year 1535* and if has fince been feveral times re- 
vie w'd and corrected by thofe of Geneva. TheEnglifti, who in the 
beginning of their Reformation contented rhcmfelves with following; 
the Vulgar Tranflation only, afterwards made others from the He- 
brew. King James, who found fault with all the Englifh Tranflati- 
ons that had been then made, commanded at a Conference held at 
Hampton-Court, a new Tranflation of the Bible to be made, which* 
was done accordingly as was defign'dj and the Engliih make ufe ofi 
this Tranflation at thisday. 

The common opinion of the Pnteftaxts was, that the Old Tefta^ 
ment ought to be tranflated from the Hebrew, and.thc New. one from. 

the. 
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the Greek > .but as moft of their fuft Tranflators were not very lear- 
ned in thefe two Languages, it was impoflible for their Tranflations 
to* be! exact. Wherefore they have fince that been feveral times re- 
view'd, and notwithstanding all the precautions they could take, 
their Tranflations;are yet very Faulty. They have not only difter'd 
from the CaibilickJ, b\it even amonglt themftlves, chiefly in the Tran- 
m'tror)pFthffOl^Tedaitient. " ' . 

eathclic^s. 'YheCatbolldkf, who had for a longtime made ufe of no other 
Traiiflatiori than the Vulgar Latin one, were in fome fort oblig'd to 
make fome new Tranflations into the Vulgar Tongue, tooppofcthe 
Protcdarits with.*, but they thought it was more proper to tranflate 
from the Vulgar, which was .the Tranflatjon o( the Weftcrjw Chur- 
ches, than from the Hebrew, wtych' was confecratcd to the' ufe of : . 
' the- Synagogues. Sortie' Cathoticlir never thelefsliad before that time 
made Tranflations of the Bible into the Vulgar Tongue > but befides 
^thatthcy were Tew, fliey were nof- at all regarded, and no body read 
them. There were neverthelefs fome Catbolicks whotook theJiberty • 
of trdnflating of the Bible from the priginah' not being fatisfi d with 
Pj&nh. t he tatin Tranflation receiv'd in all the Weftern Church. Fagnin, of 
the Order of St.t>ominic\, was the hrft who took this liberty,, and 
he was fupported in 'his defign by fome Popes, who authoriz'd his 
new Tranflation from the Hebrew. The Prottjlants, in imitation of 
him, have likewife made feveral Latin Tranflations of the Bible, 
which have alldiffer'd > for as much as thefe new Interpreters not 
following the fame method, it was impoflible they mould all agree; 
upon the fame Subject > and I am very well aflur'd, that there has 
lhardly been oneTranflator of the Bible, who has had a fufficient ca- 
pacity and underflanding for fo great a Work. Thofe whounder- 
ftood the Hebrew well enough for to read the Rabbins Books, did but 
bartly copy them i the others on the contrary even amongft the Pro- 
t flatus, madeafcruple of deviating from the ancient Latin Interpre- 
ts, and it is very probable that this fcruple of theirs- was grounded 
on their ignorance, and they made this a pretence whereby to conceal 
Liitkr. it more artificially. Luther, who made a Tranflation after his own 
method, laught at the new Grammarians, which he blam'd for follow- 
ing the Rabbins too exactly. On the other lidc,as he feem'd to blame 
thcni, becaufehe underwood them not, fome of thefe new Gramma- 
rians remarkM thefaul; of his Tranflation in feveral place$,and fcru- 
plcclnotto publifli r he m, ' 
PJinin. V again, although he was morereferv'd than the Protefiants, has ne- 
verthelefs 
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«erthelefs often deviated from the Vulgar, uqdg^tm^nU&U- 
Wd Tnot to beSt. Jerome but he has not always etc »t for the 
better" and moreovei his Tranflation is barbarous and obfeure, be- 
Snfr he tves himfclf up too clofe to the Rules or the Hebrew Gram- 

Vi» MntanL who pretended to-correct this-Traiifla.tion, has Arte 

madVitboto 

m il faul s. Whanta, of the Order of 9t. Vornwck yho Jjjjt 

ha tranflated mortofthe Old Tcftam^nt, has gone beyond thefetwo 
laft Tranflators inBarbarifms. I know not whether we ought to put 
Cardinal Cajctan amongft the number of Tranft atprs pf ; W in Pentar . 
nire under whofe Name we have feveral Books of tfie Bible iterally in mm . 
tranflated, becaufe he himfelf acknowledges-, that not underltan|ng 
the Hebrew or Greek Tongue, he has W recourfe to lP e;ions • fnat 
wLe learned in thefe Tongues,' and that he made ufe. of them in the 
£20*My Secures into Latin. Sebaft^Cbf Jlon, who 
Sn his Latin excell'd the other Interpreters, has. affected too much 
.thenearnefsand elegancy of ftyfc v and rhisafTeaat.onl^s infome pla. 
^^td&^i^T^ -Hi. Tranflation never tjplc ls£ 
not fo contemptible, uVLtot Beza, and tome of AoGflawpOr ihtod. 
&ln^oX^^ 'Leon of Jnda has obfery'd tfe medium 
be'wiTp^ and ChaJtiVon .but he fometimes gives himfelfto^ 
much liberty, and follows.™* exactly the words of the Text. Now ' 
fet us feverally examine all the different Tranflatiops, which reqiuw 
, a more ftiid and particular, Examination... . !; •: : 
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CHAP, II. 

Of the Greek SepHdgint Tranflation , its Authority, The 
Bikory of Ari&eus, . W .p/tfe ancient Bookie fiem 
ito be fi&itiow. There was only the Law of Mojfs at 
firft translated into Greek, Why it was call'd the Septua- 
gint Tranflation* 

A LI Antiquity till St. Jtrom's time, believM the Greek Septua- 
gint Tranflation was made by Prophets, and not by common 
tujifoti. Tranflators. St. Jeronty who durft oppofe fo approvM an opinion, 
was afterwards oblig'd to carry himfelf according to, and to agree 
fometimes with, the common opinion, becaufe he was accus'd of be- 
ing a Jew. In effect, the prejudices are very great in favour of this 
Tranflation, fince it is manifeft that the Apoftlesmake ufe of it in de- 
daring of the Gofpel to the whole Earth v The Jt»t themfclves bad 
In a manner canomz'd it in their Synagogues, before the Birth of our 
Saviour, efpecially thofe who liv'd amongft the Grecian/, and who 
for this reaton are ufually caird HeVtnifit. But notwithftanding all 
thefe prejudices, we ought to prefer the opinion of St. Jerm in this 
Point before all Antiquity, becaufe he has ferioufly examinVJ this 
matter, whereas the other Fathers follow'd ufe and cuftom. When 
there is queftlon made of any thing purely critical, we ought not 
wholly to rely uponfimple Authorities, if at the fame time they agree 
not with the truth. 
The Apoftles did not ufe the Septuagint Tranflation, becaufe it 
oSSt was infpir'd by Ood, but becaufe Greek was the common language 
HebTto of thofe Nations to whom they preaeh'd the Gofpel > and this makes 
pen* $t, Jtrom fay, that St. Stephen in the A8s ef the Apoftles makes men- 
tion of the Tranflation ofj5 perfons who went into Egypt, as it is 
in the Greek Septuagint Tranflation, whereas there are only 70 in 
the Hebrew Text. The reafon which he gives for this place is, be- 
caufe St. Luty who compos'd thisHiflory for the Gentiles, would not 
quote any other Scripture than what they had had already publiftU 
In a word,it is not probable,that St. Stephen fpeaking to the Jews of 
Jmfilm, would quote the words of the Old Teftament otherwife 
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than they were in Hebrew i and therefore it is likely that St. Luk§ 
who writ the Book of thcAtts, was the Author of this alteration. As 
for the Fathers , they could acknowledge no other Copies of the 
Scriptures than what the Apoflles had left them. I acknowledge, 
that Jofephut and Thilo, who give the Hiftory of this Tranflation, 
make it to be of very great Authority, as well as the primitive Fa- 
thers of the Church ; But as thefe Authors have no other ground for 
what they fay than the Book of Ari$*\u, who is the firft Author oiAriflm. 
this Hiftory, and fome other Writers who are ufually believ'd to be 
very ancient, it is fit we mould particularly ihow, that ArijUus and 
thefe other Authors feem to have been feign'd by the Hellenift Jews, 
long before Jofephiu and Pbib. 

1 fliall not ftay to examine here the Reafons of Scaliger and fome Statigtr. 
other Criticks, who have affirmed the Book of ArijUus was a feign'd 
one, becaufe the Chronology, as they fty, is falfe i and that the 
Tribes of the Jews are fet down, as if they lafted to that time. I 
(hall not, I fay, fpend time in examining whether the Chronology 
of this Book may be juftirTd, or in enquiring whether in that time the 
Tribes could be diftinguiftYd. I fhall likewife pafs by all the other 
Reafons which are ufually alledg'd, to confute the Book of Arifltur, 
becaufe methinks it is more proper to fearch for the truth of this Hi- 
ftory in the Hiftory it fclf, than to wrangle about things which at 
moll are only probable. Now it is certain, if we read the Hiftory of 
Ar'tftms with never fo little attention, we (hall be convine'd that 
fome Hellenift Jew writ this Book in favour of his Nation under the 
Name of ArijUus. The Miracles related, and the manner of the 
writing of this Book, fufficiently (how the Genius of the Jem, who 
always delighted, and efpecially at that time, to invent Books which 
contain'd only extraordinary things. The Author of this Hiftory 
feems himfelf to foreftal the Objection which might hereupon be 
made, by faying, that thofe who read it will have much ado to be- 
lieve it. ... „ . /-. 

In a wordj there is nothing can more clearly demonftrate the Oe- 
niusof the Yew/, than thefe words of this Arifttus, where he fays, Ar ifa M . ; 
that fome going about the Tranflation of the fame Books, have been 
diverted by being punifli'd by God i and that one Tbcopomput, being i%tof»mfH4 
fo bold as to infert in his Hiftory part of this Law not well tranflated, 
became diitradkd. And he farther adds, that the fame TheopompHS, 
during fome little interval of his madnefs, having pray'd to God to 
let him know the caufe of his Difeafe, God told him in a Dream, 

B that 
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that all that had hapned to him was, becaufe he had gone about the 
publiftiingof facred things, which ought to be conceal d atlafthe 
wascur'd, after he had delifted from what he went about. There is 
Thudtfim ; n t he fame place another Story concerning IheodeSius, a Tragical 
Poet who was ftruck blind, becaufe he had been fo rath as tomfert 
in one of his Plays fornethingof the Law of M»fes ; but having atccr- 
wards acknowledg'd his fault, and ask'd pardon of God, he re- 

Tjimud ^fw^ownpaie thefc Miracles with thofe related in the TrimwU 
1 upon the account of the Cbsldtan Paraphrafe of Jonathan upon .the 

Prophets, we (ball eafily rind out the rife of all thefc pretended Won- 
ders According to the teftimony of the Jewijk Dotes there was 
a voice heard from Heaven, which ask'd Jonatb »//, who he was that 
durft reveal the fecretsof God b V publifliing of them to men v and 
thev fav, that Jonathan was hindred by that voice from tranflatmg 
the other Books of the Bible, as if the holy Scriptures were not at the 
firft given in a known Tongue, and that they were not permitted to 
be expounded to the people, when they no longer underftood that 
firft Tongue. But the Jews us'd to invent thefe fort of Hiftones, 
wheu they had a mind to maintain any Truth* and this makes me be- 
lieve that the Law of Mofes was really tranilated into Greek under 
one of the Ptolemies^ and that the Jews after their ufual cultom, af- 
terwards writ the Hiftory of this Tranflation. As it was generally 
approv'd on by the Jews, efpecially the Hellenifis, who read it in 
their Synagogues or Schools, they afterwards invented all thefe plea- 
font Stories, to recommend it to thofe of their own Nation. Jofi* 
thus and Philo have likewife related them upon the bare teftimony of 
Arifttus, whom they have not throughly examin'd, being mterels d 
the fame way with the other Jem. The Fathers likewife have given 
this Hiftory otArifi*ns a favourable acceptance, becaufe it feem d fo 
firmly to fupport the Caufe of the Church againft the Jews, who 
at that time refus'd the Septuagint Tranflation, and had recourfe to 
others which they thought more exact and agreeable to the Original 
Hebrew. They added other Stories to the firft, from the relation of 
the Jews of Alexandria; but St. Jerom, who had diligently ftudy d 
this matter, prefently detected the falfity of thefe new Htftories, and 
hugh'd at the 72 Cells, which >/?*» Martyr aflirms he had feen at 
Alexandria, where they pretended the 72 Interpreters were fruit up 
to make their Tranflation, and although they were feparated, they 
had all made the fame Tranflation. This Story of the Cells is fct 

down 
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down in the ancient Jewijh Books, although it is neither in Jofepbitst 
nor Arijfous, and it proceeds from nothing elfe but the ancient cu- 
ftom of the Jews, who always delighted in inventing of wonderful Mjp s»» 
things, and in telling of pleafant Stories to the people. This has t htr : 
hapned to the falfe Arifttus, who minding nothing but impoiingup- Afifl*nt* 
on others, has fain in downright contradictions : For he fuppofes, 
that before the Septuagint Tranflatiom the Greeks underftood the 
Law of Mofes, and confequentty it had been tranilated into their 
Tongue, as Arifiibultts, who liv'd in that time, in the Book which Ari^bulu* 
goes under his Name, likewife declares > which is clear contrary to 
the delign of thofe who tranilated it, which fuppos'd that it was on- 
ly writ in Hebrew Characters. I know that fome affirm thefe firft 
Greek Tranflations to be imperfect, and that Ptolemfs defign was 
only to have one more exact » but there is no reafon for this, and it 
is contrary to the Hiftory of the pretended Arifttus, befides that we 
know not of any Greek Tranflations of the Law before that of the 
Septuagint. 

The Book of Ariftobttltts a Jew and Peripatetick Philofopherf where Ariflobttltu 
it is faid, that before Alexander the Law of Mofes had been tranilated 
into Greek, and that the Grecian Philofophers had borrow'd many 
things from the Hebrews) is of no greater Authority than that of An* 
$<ens, and feveral others, which Eufebius and Jofefbits fpeak of. One 
may obferve that not only Jofephus y but likewife Eufebittt, and fome 
other Fathers, have often quoted Authors which favour'd their ilde ? 
without particularly examining into the truth of them, as it has 
hapned to the Works of the Sibylls, which every one knows are 
feign'd. Wherefore we ought not fo eafily to believe the bare Au- 
thority of the ancient Fathers , in things which belong only to 
Criticifm. 

Origen, who was not much given to Allegories, confirms ouropi- E»fiMm, 
mow concerning thefe ancient Authors, who writ the Hiftory of the Origtn,X\\u 
Jews : For fpeakingof HecaUtts who had liv'd with Ptolemy, Sort 
uiLagus, and had been bred up with Alexander the Great, he affirms, Hie ' aUliSt 
that Herennius Pbilo doubts whether the Book which is ufually thought HtmHi^ 
to be HecaUHs's, be his or no, becaufe he commends the Jtwsto6 Fhiio. 
moch, without he had been of their Religion. ArijUus, Hecauus, 
ClearcHt, and fome other ancient Authors, who have made Trcatifes cUmu ]y 
concerning the Jews , have fo fpoken of them , that one Would 
think, that the Books publifh'd under their Names, were .feign'd 
by the Helknift Jews > or that the Hellenijl Jews, have added feveral 

B 2 things, 
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things,or that they themfelves were Jews\ which is hardly probable. 
I confefs I underftand not Vojjitts's Argument, who affirms, that this 
ancient Greek Tranflation, which Arijiobulus fuppofes to have been 
long before the Septuagint, was made from an uncorrectGopy, and 
writ in Samaritan Characters > and he farther adds, that this was the 
reafon why another was made from better Copies writ in Jewifli or 
Babylonian Characters. The palTage of Arittms quoted to prove 
this opinion, fays nothing at all in the Original of what he fo boldly 
aflert$» but there is only,that the Law oiMofes was writ in Hebrew, 
and that it ought to be put into a better ftate, being tranflatcd into 
Greek. 

Vtrntriu The fence of Vemetriush words in the Book of Arifttits, is the 
fame with what f kh fays upon the fame Subject in the 2d. Book of 
the Life of Mofes, where it is faid, that fome being angry that none 
but barbarous Nations underftood the Law, would have it tranflatcd 
into Greek. 

Moreover, whether it be that this Hiftory of Arifttus concerning 
the Septuagint be true, and that the Hellenijl Jews have afterwards 
added fome things, as fome Authors affirm » or whether it is wholly 
fictitious, we cannot doubt, but the Jews of that time tranflated the 
Bible into Greek, and that that Tranflation was approv'd of by the 
fame Hellenic Jews, We may neverthelefs by the diverfity of ftyle 
eafily difcern, that only the five Books of Mofes were at firft tranfla- 
ted,whichTranflation is much more exact,than that of the otherBooks 
of tjje Bible, or that the Books of the Scripture were tranflated moft 
of them at the fame time by different Interpreters. I know that Fa- 
ther Morin and fome other Criticks have alledged, that the whole 
Scripture was tranflated by the Septuagint, and that by the word 
Loir, upon this occafion, is to be underftood the whole' Bible. But 
Arifitus^Jofephus and Vbilo feem to write contrary to St. Jerom, who 
in this followed the Jews of his time. And although the word Law 
fometimes fignifies the whole Scripture in general, we ought never- 
thelefs here to reftrain it with Jofepbus and the ancient Jews, to the 

Utrin* ** ve B°°ks of Mofes. Moreover, the Reafons which Father Morin 
brings to prove the contrary, contain nothing but unprofitable lear- 
ning, and whence nothing can be concluded. He brings for example 

Jofo the teftimony of one Jofippus y or Ben Govt to oppofe Jofephus > as 
if there were not evident proofs, that the Hiftory of thisjoftpptts was 
not altogether new and fictitious, and ftuft with many Fables, as he 
himtelf acknowledges in another place. 
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It is not neceflary to confute the laltmdijis, or father to reconcile TOmL. 
them among themfelves upon this Subject, when they afcribe in fome 
places the Septuagint Tranflation to 5 Interpreters only, and mother 
places to 72. according to the common opinion. When the queftiori 
is about matter of Hiftory, we ought not to rely upon the Talmmt, 
which was writ by ignorant Doctors, chiefly that part calTd the Ge- Talmi 
Irfwherrthere^re only pleafant Tales and ridiculous Difputati- Gmara. 
ons. Neither need we take notice of what the modern Jew have 
alledged upon this Subject, for as much as they are defective in good 
Hiftorians, who have not been skilful enough in picking out what 
has been beft in other Authors. • 

If I may be permitted to give my opinion on this bubject, me- 
thinks weought to prefer thcopinion of thofe, whobelieve that the 
Greek Septuagint Tranflation was fo called, becaufc it was approvd 
of by the Sanhedrim at JemfaUm, who authored it, to the end the 
HeUenifi Jews might read it in their Synagogue, or at leaft in their 
Schools, inftead of the Hebrew Text. Without doubt abufinefs of 
this confluence deferved an authentick approbation from the Sanhe- 
drim i and it is pr< bable that it was called the Septuagint Tranflati- 
on, from the 70 Judges whoapproved of it, and notfrom 7oTran- 
flators who were the Authors. 

Moreover, As we give no credit to the Hiftory of drfttm, fo like- 
wife we ought not to believe all the Amplifications it is ftuft with, 
concerning the exactness of this Tranflation, which he afTures us is 
found to agree wholly with the Original, and to have been fo ac- 
knowledged by the confent of all the Jews, who were at the reading 
of it as foonasitwasfinifoed. 

the&ithfulnefs of a Tranflation, and how it agreed wnhtheUrigi- 
na The Hellenijl Jew, who under the Name of Anfcm has rather 
composed a Romance than a true Hiftory, magnifies every thing 
which he relates, and he treats of nothing but what is great and ex- 
traordinary. Philo af terwards took from him what he writ upon 1 tins mo. 
Tranflation-, and he goes beyond him when he that thofe 

who underftood the %PW. and Greek Tongues, a ^^ h "^ 
conformity which was betwixt the Hebrew Text and Greek Septua- 
gint tranflation and he moreover adds, that ^ Aotto rfth» 
Tranflation were called Prophets, becaufe they had fc ^"Jg 
comprehended the fence of Mofes. But Pfei/o applying himfelf rather 
To the ftudy ofEloquencq than Criticifm, and not underftandingthc 
Hebrew Tongue, could, not judge of a thing he had uo Knowledge 



Book II. (14 ) Chap. hi. 

ijl. There is no reafon for all that, why we fliould not highly cftcem 
this Tranflation, which St. Jeromtnd the modern Interpreters have 
left without any -reafon. As we have at this day fufficient means 
whereby we may .judge, it will be convenient to examine it in its 
fel£ and compare it with the Hebrew Text, without relying on this 
fajne Hebirew Text, as it isatprcfent in our Copies, but inconfide- 
ring it as it was hi thofe Times. 



CHAP. III. 

Different Editions of the Greek. Septuagint Tranflation. 
Explanation of the Tetraplas, Exaplas, O&aplas of Ori- 
gen, with Critical Reflexions on the fame. The Septtta- 
gint and Hebrew Text compared. The different Editi- 
ons of this Tranflation compared. 

nptutht. TT is generally thought that the Original of the Greek Septuagint 
JL Tranflation was preferved in the Library of Ptolemy, till the time 
of Julius Ctfar, under whom this Library was burnt. AH the diffe- 
rent Editions we have at prefent may be redue'd to three principal 
ones, whence the others have been taken out of. The firft is that 
Bible cow- which was printed in 1515 . in the Bible commonly called theCww- 
P lH \ plftte, which was afterwards reprinted in the great Bible of Antwerp, 
bfcof vl th . ePolv 8 lot o( Paris, and the Bible of Vatahles, which was printed 
nttk ' with 4 Columns. The 2d. is that of Aldus, printed at Venice 1518. 
and which was reprinted AtStrasbttrg in 1528. at Safilein 1545. and 
in 1550. and at Ftanakford in 1 5^7. with a Collection of Scholia. 
Nevcrthelefs inthefe laft Editions the fame method isnotobferved as 
iu that of Office, becaufe they have endeavoured to come nigherthe 
Greek Bi Hcbrew * The 3 A is that of the Vatican, printed at Rome 1587. 
bkof>wi without any diftin&ion of Verfes, with Greek Scjjolias. Nobilius a 
Milhs. year after printed in the fame City- the ancient Latin Tranflation of 
this laft Greek Edition, which he gathered together as well as he 
could > "and hi 1628. Father Morin caus'd both the one and the other 
to be printed at Park upon 2 Columns, with the diftindtion of Verfes 
which he' added, enjoyning the fame Scholia. 
The Ctitieks are much divided concerning the Authority of tncfe 

Edi- 
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Editions. Father Morin,Walfon, and fome others, prefer the Edition 
of Rome before that of Compute or Venice. Voffius an the contrary Voljh . ia 
affirms that the Edition of Rome is the moft corrupt. On the other Septua. 
fide fome affirm, that the Edition of Complute is the beft, becaufe it inter, 
comes nigheft the Original Hebrew i but we muft agree that not one 
of them is exact, and that there are abundance of faults in them all. 
To have a true and faithful one, we ought to examine them all in 
particular, according to the Rules of Criticifm, and much after the 
fame manner as the Vulgar Latin Edition was corrected by good and 
ancient Latin Copies. We ought to have recourfe to the Hebrew 
Text when we think it convenient, and it is neccflary to perfectly 
inftru'dted in the Hiftory of this Tranflation. It is not fufficient to 
confult the Fathers in eftablifliing the ancient Greek Tranflation, be- 
caufe the Fathers oftentimes truftcd to their memory m quoting the 
holy Scripture, and they have made no fauple to accommodate it to 
their Hypothefes, as may be proved by fcveral examples i to which 
may be added, that this Tranflation was corrupted before the moft 
ancient Fathers. As thofe who made ufe of it, were not capab c of 
going to the Original Hebrew, when they met with any dihVuky i 
and befides that the Greek of the Septuagint Tranflation differs 
much from the ordinary Greek, there are many words changed to 
make other fences which feem more agreeable. If we would nevcr- 
thelefs reform the Greek by the Hebrew Text, as is done m the Edi- 
tion of Cmplute, we ought to call that rather a Corruption than Re- 
formation. This Correction from the Hebrew is only neceffary m 
places where we find manifeft Errors of Jranfcribers or when he 
Authors who underftood not well enough the Greek of the Septua- 
gint, have took liberty of corrcding at their own pleaiurc. But be- 
caufe thefe Errors arc very ancient, and Origen himfelf, under pre- 
tence of making this Tranflation more exact and more profitable to 
the Church, was the caufe of feveral alterations, it is fitting that we 
Ihould begin higher the Hiftory of the different Editions of this 

Tranflation. . . . , ^ . 0 „„ 

We cannot doubt but there were great varieties in the Greek Sep- 
tuagint Tranflation before Origen^t his hand to it, imce he aftnn* o^.Traft 
thaf even the Greek Copies differed mightily among 'hemfdve ? ei- 8. in Mat. 
ther through negligence of Tranfcribcrs, or through the rafhneis of 
fome who took great liberty in adding and dimming. ^ un- 
dertook to correct the ancient Greek Septuagint TranHat.on, which 
was then ufed throughout the whole Church, and to this purpofe he 
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confulted the other Greek Tranflations which had been made from 
the Hebrew, which was the reafon why the ancient Edition began to 
be neglected after he had publilkd his Corrections. This ancient 
Tranflation retains yet the Name of k<w», that is to fay, common or 
Jtrimln vulgar > and when St. Jerom fpeaks of thefe two Editions , he 
7 Plft 'fifp ** a y*' that the Vulgar is not exa<ft, and that it has been corrupted ac- 
Juh. & F. cor( jj n g to p] aceS) Times, and the plealure of Writers » on the con- 
trary, that that which was in the Ueaaplas of Origen, was the true 
Greek Edition of the Septuagint. If for all that we ferioufly exa- 
mine after what manner Origen corrected the ancient Greek Edition, 
we (hall have reafon to believe that he corrupted it in Tome places, 
„ under pretence to make it better agree with the Original. St. Jc. 

prif.inJV rom Sometimes reproves the too great liberty of this Father, whoo> 
ralip. calioned great confufion in the ancient Tranflation, by joyning other 
St. Angtf* Editions i and in one of his Epiftlcs which he writ to St. Augujtbie, 
he wonders that this holy Doctor read the Septuagint not as it is in 
it felf, but as it is corrected or rather corrupted by Origen* He af- 
firms, thatinftead of the Tranflation of the Septuagint, one read a 
mixture of feveral Tranflations joyned together. Bcildes that it 
would be eafie to (hew, that Origen had new modell'd the Text of 
the ancient Greek Tranflation, and took too great liberty in refor- 
ming it> being not of fufficient capacity. 

For the better underftandingSt. Jeronfs opinion, and the work of 
Origen, we (hall obferve, that in the beginning of Chriftianity, the 
Jews, efpecially thofe that were not HeUen/fis, rejected the Septua- 
gint Tranflation, as not being exact and full of Additions, which 
oblig'd the Fathers whounderftood not then the Hebrew Tongue, to 
have recourfeto other Greek Tranflations, which had lately been 
made from the Hebrew, for fear of being furprized by the Hebrew 
f»fl. Mail Doctors. For this reafon Jttjlin Martyr confults fometimes the new 
Tranflation of Aquila, which was much efteemed of by the Jews , 
and in difputing againft Tryphon, he quotes the Hebrew, that is to 
fay, this Tranflation of Aquila% which the Fathers called Hebrew, 
becaufe it really anfwered word for word to the Hebrew Text. Ori- 
gen thought he (hould be ferviceable to the Church in publifhing a Bi- 
ble, where one might at the fame time fee what was both in the Sep- 
tuagint and in the Hebrew, to the end one might more vigoroufly 
difpule againft the Jews, who would not receive the Septuagint 
Tranflation. He thought then of joyning the other Greek Tranflati- 
ons of the Bible which he could find, with the Greek Septuagint 

Trun- 
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TranOatiori, that the Reader, by comparing them all together, and 
reducing them to the Septuagint, which was thechicf * might the bet* 
ter difpute againft the Jem* This occafioned the fttraplat, Htx*fl<K> 
and Otiaflat, which St. Jerom and other Fathers make fo often men* , 
tion of in their Books. \ ^ 

Epiphaniatwho has etirioufly explam'd the Occonomy of this great JWJ ? * 
Work of Origen, affiires us, that the T«*r.#/<» contained theTranfla- JJSJiJy- 
tion of Aquila, Symmachm, the SeptuagkW, and thndttim, Itwas 19 . 
called Tetraplat, becaufe it was rank'd in four Columns , and when 
to thefe four two more were added, which was the Hebrew in Greek 
and Hebrew Characters, it was called Heitaplm : And laftly, when to 
the Hexaplns there were joyried two other Tranflations, which had 
no other Name than the 5 th and 6 th Edition, the whoje Work was 
called OQaplx. According to the (zmefyiptjanim Origen placeth the 
Septuagint Tranflation in the midft toftand as a Rule. And as in 
truth he had no other delign than to help the Christians in their Dif- 
putes againft the Jews and on the other fide , as the Septuagint 
Tranflation was tlje only afuthentkk one in the Church, it was in 
fome fort neceflary to conform himfelf to the opinion of all the -faith- 
ful, that this Tranflation (hould be placed in the middle of the 
reft. ' f 0 

The fame Origen, to abridge fo vaft a Work, joyn'd to the Septua* 
gint Tranflation Supplements taken out of the fbeadotion Tranflation} 
in the places where the Hebrew Text was not exprefc'd, which $up 
plements were mark'd with a Star i and befidc9 he adds anothe* 
mark, which was a little line, where the Septuagint had fomething 
which was not in the Hebrew. By thefe Notes which were then in 
ufe among the Grammarians, one might cafily diftinguifti what was 
in the Septuagint more or lefs than in the Hebrew Text. 

It will be neceffery to relate here the words. which makes puffin. 

ufe of, for the explaining the placing of thefe great Volumes, and we 
fliajlfee at the fame time, that according to the opinion of Ruffinur, 
Origen had no defign of correcting the Greek Septuagint by the He- 
brew Text* but only of being ufetul to the Church, in joyning thefe 
Tranflations together, fo that one might read them all at the fame 
time, and compare them with the Septuagint. Vote* Origenes ((ays 
Rufous) nofirti oftendtre, qualU afud JueUos Scripturarum leOto ttne. Rk f 
retur, & in propriU paginU vel eolumneWH editiones tarum fingttljs quafq, lov.ai 
defcrrpfit, & ea que apnd iUos fimt addita vtl dteerpta wtii quitmfdam 
fizm addita adverficulorum capita defignavih & « alien* tun fito apm ' 
* C f*M 
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fnaitammmodo now #«V, utfcitemnt non qmdnobU fed quid Jnd^ 
adverfum nos ctriantibus aut deeffe ant abrndare vukMHr. 

St. Jcmn agrees not altogether witji W the explanation 
Yiwia in w j,! c h he aives of thefe marks which 0r/#-« makes ufe of, For he 
XV£ ftyes that that which was called 0to or little Line, was put only 
Sf ' * in fuch places as were to be ftruck out of the Septuagmt as iuper- 
flubus, :becaufe they were not to be found m the Original Hebrew. 
And on the contrary he fayes, that the other mark called jfenfim 
or Star, was only. put in places which were defective in the Septua- 
gint which Origtn fupply'd by joyning the Mm Tranflation 
with that of the Septuagint, of which he made but one body of a 
Tranflation, and that after fuch a manner, that by the help of this 
Star, one might eafily diftinguifti what .was wanting in the iSeptua- 
giht, by reducing it to the Original Hebrew. St. ferom who lookt 
upon the Hebrew as a true Original from whence he made his new 
Tranflation, ought neceffarily to conclude that the Septuagmt Tran- 
flation was defe&ive in thofe places where Supplements had been 
added. He was neverthelefs afterwards obliged not fo publickly to 
declare himfclf againft the Scptuagint, becaufe he was accufed of 
favouring the lews, and fcandalizing the whole Church by his no- 
vclties, in declaring himfelf for the Hebrew Text which was then 
received only in the Synagogues. He declared then that he under- 
took the making a new Tranflation of the Bible from the Hebrew, 
only to hinder the Tews from infulting over the Chriftians, and he 
ftrtm la fliews us befides that his defign was not to deftroy the Scptuagint 
feaef. Id Tranflation Authorized by the Church, but that he defircd only to 
fatisfie the Tews who traduced this Tranflation, and at the fame 
ad*„ time give to the Latins what Origen had given to the Greeks. In a 
IL word to come oigjier the work of Origen i he pubhfot a Latin Tran- 
m : fladonof the Scptuagint, with Stars and little Lines, to mark what 
was either more or lefs in the Septuagint than in the Hebrew, and 
thus he fell into the fame Error he had accufed Origen of. 

As to what remains, it was for orders fake, and to accommodate 
himfclf to the common opinion of the other Fathers, that Sujerom 
affirms he undertook his new Tranflation, that the Chriftians might 
difpute more effectually with the Jews. For- he was perfwaded 
that theSeptuagintTranflation was corrupted mtnany places, that it 
was very faulty, fothat bethought it was neceflary to make a new 
one which might come nigh the Original Hebrew. Origen himfelf, 
S^S? who was more refetv'd upon this fubjeft than St. Jerow, fcems in his 
■ «WJh private 
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private opinion to believe that the Hebrew Text was the true Origi- 
nal, and that the Septuagint had added fomething in their Tranfla- 
tion. But as he durft not wholly cut off their additions, he was con- 
tented to mark them with a little line. Although he was perfwaded 
that the Hebrew Text was the Original, he notwithftanding con- 
formed himfelf to the common opinion which preferred the Septua- 
gint Tranflation before the Hebrew, becaufe they were eftcemed as 
Prophets rather than Interpreters* for this reafon in the fttmlat 
and Hexapl* he put the Septuagint Tranflation in the midft ot all 
others, to the end it might ferve as a rule to all the Faithful. 

Many Authors who have fpoke largely of this Work of Origtn* % 
fcem not wholly to have underflood the manner of its being writ 
upon great Scrowls or Skins fow'd together. The Jews to this day 
obferve this ancient cuftom of Scrowls or Volumes for the Books 
they read in the Synagogues, and when they would write upon thefe 
Scrowls , they made certain Partitions or Separations dividing 
them into Columns, and thefe Columns which ought to be 
all equal, are the fame thing with what we call Pages of a Book* 
fo that thofe who fay that there were feveral Columns in every Page, 
fcem not to have underflood the make of thefe ancient Volumns. 
Kuffinut who underflood the make of the tetraflas and Hexaplas ufes 
indifferently the word Paginas or Columnar, thereby mowing that in 
thefe Copies, Page or Column, was the fame thing , and thus It is 
eafie to underftand, how all the Tranflations were placed one againft 
the other, and that in unrolling the skins one faw the Tranflations 
on a row* and as if they had been on the fame line. The Greeks 
call thefe Pages or Columns rUir and the Jews Vapk It might 
neverthelefs be, that in the rolling up the Scrowl, when the fliect 
was large, there was feveral Columns one upon another. But I 
believe this was not obferved among the Jews, who do not I be- 
lieve to this day diftinguifli in their Scrowls or Parchments the Pages 
from the Columns, and they have but one word to figntfie the one 
and the other. According to this obfervation we may likewife fay, 
that in the iScrowls or Parchments which contained the TetraPlar, 
Hex iplas, and even the Odaflas, every Edition was diftinguiflit by a 
Page or Column, and thus it would be unneccflary to enquire as 
fome haVedone, whether thefc/wp/afle/or Htxaplaffes were fo called 
from the different Columns* or from the different Editions, fincc 
every Ed ition had its place or Column. Origen put the Hebrew Text 
which was the Original before his Hcxaplajfes and Otioplaffet, and 

C 2 afterwards 
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aftGwa;$^wAtVTr&nflation V not only becaufe it was the moft 
ardent of* all /the New Tranflations > but becaufe it was word for 
word from the Hebrew, and that one faw by this means, by the 
{urn of the eye, what the Hebrew fignified according to the Gram- 
Septuagint rnatfcal fence of the rigor of the Letter. The Septuagint was in 
jhe fiddle, as the chief piece of the whole work, by which the 
Chrjftians were to guide themfelves In undemanding the Scriptures. 
tyriimch. Thf Tranfl^ons of Symmaehns and Thodotkn were placed on each 
™° 9tm \t\$plihe Septuagint, fo that calling ones eyes upon thefc two 
Interpreters, which took more care in giving the fence of the Text, 
than in keeping to the Letter » one might eatily underftand the fence 
^f the ijle^r^W) by reading the Septuagint Tranflation. 
WjfM ; J fliail net i)ay here to confute Vvffmt, who affirms that Ori- 
had put in his Hexaplas the Samaritan, and that thefe Hexaplajfes 
were otherwife ordered than ufually they arc fet down. Til) he 
gives this new order or placing of the Hexaplajfcf, we may be per- 
tnitted to follow Eufebittr, Epipbamur, Ruffinur, St. Jmm, and 
Other Fathers who have fpoke of thefe Hexaplajfes of Origen, as being 
eye witneffo. It is alfo certain that Origen confulted not the Sama- 
ritans but fhe jews of His. time > and amongft others a certain Doctor 
wiled Huiiktt, who was Patriarch or chief, of the Nation of the 
Jews. It is true that he put into the Margin of his Hexaflaffet, 
tome Greek Sibotitf, which ferved inftead of Obfervations : but he- 
fades that we havie none of thefe Scfolias at prefent, there is no proof 
whereby we can demonftrate that the places where the Samaritan 
Text differed from the Hebrew were markt in the Margin. The 
l«/ik.Hift. Faflageof Eufebittf which Voffms brings to (hew it, proves nothing 
lib,*, catf. at all, and it is certain that the Greek word «n^W/f does not figni- 
rie in that place Scholia, in the fence he takes it in. Eufebius feems 
only to fay, that Onteettphced the Hebrew Text, with all the Greek 
Translations he couto find, upon this fame Line, and in the fame 
place he fpeaks of the Seventh Edition upon the Pfaht*, although he 
alwayes makes ufe of the word Hexaplat. This makes me believe 
that this Edition was only upon fome few Books of the Scripture , 
fince the word Hexaplaf and Oftaplas has been alwayes kept. 
Sjptwajnt ^ Toprocccd, it is moreover ncceffary to obferve that the Septua- 
gint Tranflation, as we have already defefibed it with Stars and other 
marks or figos, made but one body feparated from the Hsxaplas, as 
Jrg.Tom. many have believed. But Origen perceiving that the common Copies 
WT**. of the Septuagint Tranflation were full of faults, he corrected them 

by 
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hv Ancient Greek Copies, and confulted likewife the Hebrew or ia- 
ll*^^tU*&4^ which was word for word from the 
Hebrew Storing of o?her Tranflations to reform the Septuagint, 
out of wM took many Errors, as he himfelf witnerfes i and 
m^r™e reformed by the Original Hebrew, feveral Wpofi, 
S wSch were in the Septuagint. This was the reafon that St. J<- 

Hexaflaffesoi Origen, affirms, that itefarn 5 *** 
foil of faults, and that the other is true and 
brew Nemthelefc he did not think it was altogether exac^, for 
to he would have had no reafon to make £ 
onlv that it deviated lefs than the common Editun. *» d€S ™J 
correction, added to the fame Septuagint Tranflano" wh ch 
was in the Hexaplajfes and not in a Separate Volumv th : marks 
wh ch we have already fpoke of, to the end we "M™™* 
what was in the Septuagint more or lefs than in the Hebrew lext, 
witho^ to SthefTranflations which were in the feme Hex- 

¥ $om this Septuagint Tranflation, which was thus 
the there 6 were many Copies taken S ^P««£ 

Perfons had for their own proper ufe, and in a lit* time they be 
came fo common, that it was hard to find Copies of ' the An 

en Tranflation without the mixture of the fjf^' 
was neverthelefs diftinguitht by the i ob 

down, but as the Tranfaibers were not ™ £ 

ferving thefe little matters, great confufion happened to tne 
Septufgint Tranflation, and what yet encreafed «, was, that in 
the M?rgin of fome Editions, the 8Mm «£ww«^jut 
where tie different Tranflations of the fame *»8 J" ^ 
which the Tranfaibers afterwards inferted into ^thc My on tne 

SntT^^ 

that it was very hard to find one or two Copies without tnoie 
masks. 



There 
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I 3'? pift fe Thc,fe were ntfvcrt ' nelefs in the t'«ie of St. jfovm, Copies of the 
"Ancient Vulgar Greek where thefe Notes were not, which he di- 
ftinguifhes from the Edition of the Septuagint which was in the 
Hexaplaffes. He further adds, that fome called this ancient Vulgar 
one, the Edition of Lucian. From Conftantinoph to Antioch, accor- 
ding to the fame St. Jerom, was read the Edition of Lttcian i in 
Mgypt ths Edition of Hefychius, and the Provinces betwixt both 
followed the Copies ot Paleftine, that is to fay, the correction of 
Origen, which Eufebius and Pampbiluthzd taken from the Hexaplaffes % 
all thefe Editions feem to contain the pure Tranflation of the Septu- 
agint, without any mixture of other Editions, and they bore only 
the names of thofe who had corrected them. 
Id. Prxf. It is neverthelefs probable, that thofe Authors took a great deal 
At. ad of liberty in their correct ions>forafmuch as St. Jerom reproves Lucian 

MHtbcb'V$fy hiHS > for , havln 8 reformed the Septuagint with too much 
boldnefs > we ought chiefly to recurr to thofe Editions to get a Copy 
of the Septuagint pure and free from additions, although they too 
have been altered under pretence of Reformation. The correction 
Orig.Eufeb. olOrigen, which was publilhed by Eufebius and Pamphilus, was 
Pamph. likewifcin fuch a manner in the Hexaplaffet, that one might eafily 
copy it without the addition of Ibeodetion, and one may in that fenfe 
fay, that the Vulgar Greek was in the Hexaplaffet * but more pure 
and correct than in the ancient vulgar one. Origen notwithftanding 
feems to have Reformed it too much, by regulating himfelf, as he 
affirms by other Tranflations, when he doubted of the true wading. 

Orig< com. 

Which was very dangerous, becaufe he underftood but very indiffe- 
in Matt, rently the Hebrew tongue, and was much prejudiced. 
RufRn in H ri j t i U€ o ha . t Ku ffi ntl t? who reproves St. Jerom for having cor- 
£??: ff" 1 Scnpt««. aftrms that Origen changed nothing fn the 
Septuagint Tranflation i but befides that this Author was too much 
affected to the party of Origen, he was not capable of judging of 
the Alterations which Origen had introduced into the Greek Septuagint, 
not under (landing the Hebrew. 

Vilnr. ,1 I p° "? thi ? k Ji neC A ell i r Li ere t0 COnfute the °P inio »» ox rather 
11 hc P " ad ? x T of V t* Arch / bl f°P of Armagh, who fayes, there were 
two Greek Tranflations that bear the name of the Septuagint. He 
be heves that the hrft was really the Septuagints, and that it was 
made under Ptolemy Phladelbbus, and that the other which waslike- 
wile made at Alexandria under Ptolemy Pbifcon, and which is not the 
Af. vm. true one, is that which we have at pretent/ U. Va\l has ; excXnily 

confuted 
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confuted this new Syflem, in a letter which he writ tc >V(hcr< on this 
Subject > and indeed St. Jtrom, who has made the molt exact' Urm- j <rt m. 
cifm hepoffibly could on the Septuagint, fpeaks not of this fecond 
Tranflation: He diftinguiflies Hkewife the Tranflation of the Penta- 
teuch, from what had been made on other Books of the Bible, and 
he prefers the opinion of the jfo*" of his time, who behev d that the 
Septuagint tranflatcd only the five Books ofMgfo. I acknowledge 
that in this fence one may fay, thereare twoTranflations of the Sep- 
tuagint, or rather the Tranflation which isafcrib d to them, was not 
made by the fame Interpreters. Which will appear very probable, if 
we ferioufly examine the difference of ftyle which is betwixt the 
Greek of the Books of Mfis, and that of the other Books ot the Bi- 
ble. The HeVeniji Jem of Alexandria having once had the Law tran- 
slated into Greek, would without doubt caufe»the other Books to be 
tranflated into the fame Tongue. # . 

What we have already faid concerning the Septuagint Tranflati- 
on fufficiently mews, that the Greek; were lefs exact than the Jem in 
preferving their Copies, and that it would be hard to fettle this an- 
cient Tranflation as it was at firfl i for befides that the Greekf under- 
ftood not the Hebrew Tongue, for to have recourfe to, when it was 
neceflary, the Septuagint Tranflation is writ in the Greek of the Sy- 
nagogue, which could only be underltood by the HeUentf Jem, and 
that has partly been thereafon that this Tranflation has been ill re- 
formed. We have an example of this Synagogue Greek, in the Spa- 
nifti W Tranflations of the Bible into the Spanifti Tongue, which 
can only be underftood by thofe whounderftand Hebrew and Spanifti : 
To which we may add, that according to the teftimony of Origen and Ougtn. 
St. Jerom, the Greek Copies have been altered in feveral places. And J«" m 
it is to be feared that Origen has likewife corrupted them, under the 
pretence of correcting of thim, for as much as the method which he 
follow'd was fubject to Errors, and this liberty which he took, of an- 
nexing as it were Supplements to the Septuagint Tranflarion m his 
Hexaplaffes, in time created a great confufion. It is alfo certain, 
that the Greek Tranfcribers took a great deal of liberty, and that 
the Fathers have not had all that was neceffary for the redreffing their 
Errors, except Origen and St. Jerom, who were better mftructed, 
even thefe two laft have not been careful enough in preferving the 
Greek Tranflation in its purity. St. Jerom accuies Origen ot having j e / m .\ a 
much diforder'd the Septuagint Tranflation i and Kuffinut likewile K fn, 
blamesSt.Jwwfor his Latin Tranflation from this Greek one. Bui 
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Jtm, what is more ftrange is, that St. Jtrm imitates Orign even in his 
faults > and that he undertakes to give the Lautu ; a Work which he 
had condemned in Origen, although it was approv d on in the whole 
Greek Church. To procccd,althou & h the Hebrew Jext and Septua- 
gint Tranflation are defective, we ought for all that rather to follow 
The Hebrew than the Greek, not only becaufe the Original ought to 
be preferr'd before the Copy, but becaufe the Copy is really more de- 
fective than the Original. We ought however not to feparatc them, 
for as much as they help one another > and in this they are deceived, 
who are for the Hebrew Text only, or for the Septuagint alone. One 
may luckily repair a Text by ancient Tranflations, and at the lame 
time the Tranflations by the Text. We have feveral examples of 
this Criticifm in all forts of Books > but as the Tranflators take fome- 
times too much liberty b tranflating, one cannot eafily correfl the 
Hebrew Text by the Greek Tranflation, nor ought the Greek Tran- 
flation to be reform'd by the Hebrew at prefent, till both the one 
and other have been well examined. t 

There are great difficulties on the part of the Greek Copies which 
orig, we have at prefent, becaufe the ancient Criticks, as Lncian, Origen, 
UcUn, and Hefychius, who have corre&ed thcro, have not had a fuHicicnt 
knowledge for the making an exaG Criticifm of the holy Scripture i 
and we have yet ieafon to miftruft the method the> followed in their 
reformation. We ought Uke wife not to regard thofe who at Rome 
printed the Vatican Copy* nor leather Moftn, who c4uied the lame 
Copy to be reprinted at Paris, when they pretend it is the ancient 
Tranflation of the Septuagint, excepting fome Books. It is not true, 
that this Edition agrees wholly with fome pauages quoted m the 
V(htrdc Works of the Fathers > VJher, Archbifliop of Armagh, has very well 
sqtJHt. proved the contrary, and at the fame time made appear, that it is 
not fo pure as fome have pretended it to be, and that it diners from 
that which was corrected by Origen. We cannot however fay it is 
the worftofall the Greek Septuagint Editions, as Vofftm 'has affir- 
med i on the contrary, it feems to be better and more fimple than 
that of Venice. There are neverthekfs many faults which may be cor- 
rected, which are manifea Errors of Tranfcribers, and then it would 
be much more perfect and correct. As for the Edition of Compete, 
which was flrft printed, it has been very much mixt and even cor- 
* rupted in many places, under pretence of making it more agreeable 
to the Hebrew Original It is ftrange, that this laft Edition 
which is leaft exa& , Owuld be inferted into the great Bible of Pm. 
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The Englifb had reafon, when they preferred in their Polyglot the Va- SugUJbt^ 
than before the two others, to which they have added the Various l * £lHt 
Readings of a Manufcript Copy o£ Alexandria, which they look upon 
to be very ancient. But I do not believe that we ought to approve of 
another Greek Edition of the Copy of the Vatican, which they have 
fet .down apart, reforming it according to their prejudices, and in 
changing the order of fome Verfes of Chapters, and even of whole 
Books, in imitation of the German Proteftants, who had before done 
the fame thing to the Edition of Venice. They have endeavoured to 
accommodate the order of the Greek Copy to their own fentiments, 
and the order of the Hebrew Text; and they have alfo introduced 
other alterations, which may eafily be obferved, in comparing this 
laft Edition of England, with the Editions of Rome and Parir, and 
even with that which is in the Englifli Polyglot, although fomething 
is alfo changed m that, efpecially the order of fome Books which are 
put at the end of the whole Work, as Apocrypha. It is certain, not- 
withstanding that the Greek and efpecially the Roman Copy, which 
is here fpoke of, makes not this diftm&ion of Apocryphal Books. But 
Walton thought that it was more proper to put into one Volume all 
the Books which were not in the Jevrijh Canon j or in this he has ra- 
ther follow'd the opinion of the Englifh Church, who indeed permits 
thofe Books to be read in the Churches, but for all that does not be* 
lieve they were writ by Prophets, or peifons infpired by God. There 
is neverthelefs before the Volume where thefe Books are contained, a 
true order mark d out, which they keep in moft other Bibles. Thi* 
alteration feems not to be fincere, although it may in fome fort be de- 
fended by 'the example of Origen and St. who alfo changed the 'Or/*, 
order oftheProphefieof Jeremiah in the Greek Copies, to make them fro** 
° better agree with the Hebrew* and alfo to take away the diforder 
which they thought was in this Propheile. It would be more proper 
to obferve thefe variations by Notes or particular Scholias, which 
might be placed in the margin of the Book, than to meddle with the 
body oPtheText ; Otherwife one might take the fame liberty of re- 
forming the Hebrew Text, where the order feems not always to be. 
obferved, if we reflecl: on the Hiftory we have already given in the 
beginning of this Work. 
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Jftj&raP ^yi h / m Scripture, where it kfiopn, 

A with wIth the Hebrew 

happened Z t he ancient Septuagint Tranflati- 

Text at P^. J?f ™ 3X were perfwaded there is fome of if 
on Was wholly oft t Others who wcrp Tranflation un der. 

yet remain^ .have aid tt^M^ ar£ fomc wh 

ftood not perfectly ^.™X\^«int had dcilgnedly perverted 
have not flu* to fay, that &Pgagu« |*» h J onl ^ contrary 

the fence of feverai Phages ^* c Js2fic to the Greek Tranflation 
have declared then/elves mote /^°" r X^ e a that this Text was 
than to the Hebrew T ^?°^ the He- 

corrupted by the W and jK^/^^rf paffioa in all thefe 
UewTongue.. But no "^J^^fXaerSot that the 
Opinions which ^^S^ H** W iave 
ofXemP/emand of ot^ in the 0 

fo violently cry'd I down he JJ^JB f h continua l Difputes they 
beginning of Ghrilnanity, by »^ 0I ™ , t alfo that fome 
hslwiththeCfef ^^^J^r^, and whohave 
of MDotoi who hav^^iedtheKc ^ w lon b ^ 
rr*deTranflationsofth^ 0) ^ he 
the -SeptuagintTrannatmn, without cx ^ 

other fide, it was impoffibl tha ■™. a ^ have 

s^t^*w^,i fa,B " ,,, " rf 

this matter according to the prejudices they lay under. ^ 
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The Protejlantf, whohave made their Tranflations from the He- 
brew Text, have been oblig'd to maintain it, and to ay down the 
Septuagint, efpecially fince Bwc/w/has took fo much pains to defend B "* tflr > 
it who for all that has not hindred the 'moll learned and judicious 
Protectants from being moderate herein. Ludovim Capcht, who writ i ou ' u c*> 
a learned Criticifm upon this Subject, had as many Followers as ptUu 
Buxtorf > and although he was alfo a Pmeftant, he forbore not feri- 
oufly to examine the various Readings of the holy Scriptures, "tis one 
would examine other Books i and what is more remarkable in this 
Author is, that he fliows throughout his whole Book a great deal of 
veneration for the Septuagint Tranflation, by which he fometimes 
corrects the Hebrew. Grotiut and fomc other learned Proteflants have Groths. 
obfcrvM the fame moderation, and have efteem'd the Septuagint as 
highly as poflibly they could, yet not fo far as to deftroy the Authori- 
ty of the Hebrew Text. Walton has alfo mown, that he prefers the mit.Proitt. 
moderate Opinions of Catbolicks, before the Opinions of fome Prote- taPW/fW. 
ftants whoareexceffively zealous » and he has mown himfelf more fa- 
vourable to the Septuagint Tranflation than many CatbolickSt in which 
he has not always had reafon, as we fliall hereafter prove. 

It had been well if Foj/iW, who has defended the Septuagint Tran- if*" 
flation in a Treatife to that purpofe made, had been as moderate as « *»• 5t f' 
thefe learned Trotcjiams^ and that he had not run into fo great ex- 
treams, when he fpeaks of the prefent Hebrew Text. I confefe h^ 
ha^ reafon to call many infigoiheant PM^atft Do#oi$4 foots arid 
Afles, who have too much refpeft for the Copies of the A%»rt» j> but 
he ought not, to have run intO: another extreim, as to the&ptuB^iflrj 
which Tranflation he will have wholly to be infpit'd by UOd. And 
to give greater Authority to it, he accufes the Jem ot having de- 
fignedly corrupted the Hebrew Tex* : He obferves the time When ibid. ?x*f* 
this pretended corruption was made,, and the Reafotis wMcfrthe 
Jews had for corrupting of their Copies, but he gives ho (bltd fte?i* 
fon for fo bold and improbable an Opinion. If there are- faults in* 
the prefent Hebrew Text, there are yet more in the Septuagint Tran- 
flation i for bciides that it has been lyable to moft of thofc that are 
in the Hebrew, there are many others peculiar to it felfi wherefore 
many feem to defpair of reducing it to its purity, there is fo much 
confuflon in all the Greek Copies. To proceed, as the Syflem of Vof* 
jitts, concerning the Hebrew Text and Septuagint Tranflation, has 
made impreflion upon many people, by reafon of his bold and free 
manner of writing, it is convenient for us to enquire more particular- 
ly into the truth. D2 Koj/wx 



BqoKf M. Chap. IV. 

V&* . Vofjiut affirm*, That the Jem in the Hebrew Text have defigned- 
ly corrupted what relates to the Chronology, and the coming of the 
Mtjpati becaufe according to him, the <5co© years after which they 
expected the Mejpat, being elaps'd, they have left out of their Copies 
14 Ages to get 2000 years : And moreover, to take away the 5 or 
6 other Ages which arc above the number, they have left out of the 
fame Copies the Intervals betwixt the Judges, pafling over the Anar- 
chies, and abridging the Iuter-regnurtfs of the Kings of Perfia. There 
is none but at tuft would think, that Voffttts has clear and evident 
proofs for Co free and circumftantial an Affirmation as this, and ne- 
verthelefc he has nothing but the bare prejudice he has for the Septu- 
agint. It is fufficient, if their Chronology agrees not in all places 
With that of the Hebrew Text, to conclude prefently that the Jem . 
have falfified the Hebrew Text. It is true , and we have already 
prov'd it, that we cannot wholly rely upon the prefent Hebrew Text 
in the making an exact Chronology > but we have at the fame time 
fliown, that neither the Greek Septuagint Tranflation,nor the Hebrew 
Samaritan Text, nor /^tow, nor, in a word, all the Chronology we 
have of the Bible, is fufficient to give us- an exact account of the 
Ages which have pafc'd iince the Creation of the World; There are 
many vacant fpaccs, as I have already obferv'd in the Chronology 
of theScripture, whichufually abridges things, to treat only of thofe 
which relate to the matter in hand. We (hall not therefore accufe the 
Jw/.for having corrupted their Chronology out of defign, but we 
may fay, that in many places the Scripture is only a bare Abridgment. 
Qn the, coVary, it is more probable, that the 9reek Doctors who 
Relieved that the World was more ancient than appears from the He- 
brew Text, have took the liberty of eeking out the time, fpecially 
upon the belief they had, that when the body of Canonical Scripture 
< . . whicji we have was publilh'd, the people had only given them what 
waf thought neceffaty for them* But before we go further, we muft 
particularly examine what, little probability there is in the Reafons, 
or rather the Conjectures of Vofms* 

If the Jem had had a defign of corrupting the Copies, to put 
back the time of the Me//?^ as Voffws pretends, they would rather 
have corrupted the PropnefieofP<u»f/> which exactly points out the 
time,, than the Books of Mofes^ which have no relation to thi$ mat- 
ter. It is therefore more probable, that the Jem have made no al- 
teration in the Chronology of the Books of the Law, fince they have 
let alone the Propheiie of Vaniel, where the time of the Mejfiab is 

exactly 
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cxafllv caft up. I know that Voffws fayes, that the ancient Jews 
acknowledge not Vaniel for a true Prophet i but as we have already 
(hewn the ancient Jews differ got in this from the Modern, and it 
is certain, that the Book of Vaniel was always reckoned by them 
amongftthe Divine and Canonical Writings, they never doubted 
but that it contained Prophecies, although they allow not Daniel the 
Title of Prophet. All this difficulty arifes only from the name, and 
the difference only lyes in tho method and order the Jews obferved 
in the divifion of the Holy Scriptures, but they do not, for all that, 
deny but there are Prophecies in the Books of Vavid and Vaniel, al- 
though they reckon them only among the Hagiograpbiej, which they 

call Cttuvim or Writings. 

Moreover Voffw at the fame time is obliged to accufe the bamari- 
tans as well as the Jews, of having for the fame reafons corrupted 
their Hebrew Copies, and yet it is certain that the Samaritans agrat 
not altogether with the Jews in their account. He acknow edges 
that the Jews have cut off but Six Ages before the Flood, whereas 
the Samaritans according to him have cut off Nine, but as they agree 
inthe general account, frqm Mtfes "> our Savl0 ^ r ' he from thence 
concludes that they have alfo for the fame reafon corrupted their 
Copies. I believe that we ought rather to conclude the contrary , 
that the Chronology of the Hebrew Text is better than the Septua- 
gint, fince it is confirmed by the Copy of the Samaritans, whom we 
cannot fofpec* of collufion with the > Jews in this matter. 

Mkmm % Euftbiut, and the other Fathers who have made men- AMm.. 
tionofthis variety of Chronology, are of a contrary opinion with 
Vofrtut, and they look upon it only as the divers readings oF the 
fame Original, without accufing either the Jews or- Samaritans. 
They had much more reafon for doing it in that time, when they 
lookt upon the Septuagint Tranflation, asjhe only authentic* and 
Divine Scripture. J*fa Martyr who accWd the J™ ^havin| 
corrupted the Scripture in fome places which relate to the Mfab 
never blamed them for having changed any thing in the Chro-. 

"°A? for a certain Tradition afcribed to the Family of Elm, con-j^,,, 
cerning tfooo, years the World was to laft, it would not deiervc _our 
confutation if F*/«/.himfelf had not took notice of it, and from 
thence pretended to draw a conference favourable to his opinion. 
Thefe 600& years which contain, as the Jews fay in the.r lalnntd, 
aooo yean of Inanity, that is to fay before the taw, 2000 ) ears 
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from the L»w, and 2000 years from the Mcjpah, are only a fimple 
IX Allegory which thefe Do&orshave recounted in the Treaties Svtbe- 
AvUtZAU drimandJvQda, Zara, which has no appearance of truth. Suppo- 
rt./. f m t his Tradition to be true, it wholly ruines the Principles of 
ji/, fince the Jews in the fame places of the Talmud which we 
have iuft now recited, ingenuoufly acknowledge that the 2000 years 
there mentioned are part, without the Meffiah's (whom they ex- 
pected at that time) being come. Then ^ they add, that the time 
of the Mtftab has been deferred becaufe of their fins. Whence it is 
eafie to conclude, that they were fo far from having corrupted their 
Copies to put back the time of tiie M(jftah y that they have made no 
fcruple to acknowledge* that according to the account of their own 
Copies,, the Meftab ought to have come at the end of the 2000 years 

of the Law. _ _ . . 

*To which we may add, that the Chronology of the Jews, as it is 
in the prefent Hebrew Text, agrees better with this pretended Pro- 
phecy of E/wr, than the computation of the Septuagint. The Jews 
count from the Creation to the Law of Mofcs 2448 years, and they 
make thefe two thoufand years of Inanity or before the taw, to end 
at the time when Abraham received the Law. The Septuagint reck- 
ons according to Vofws's account, 3953 years from the Creation to 
the Law of Mofis. And to make their Chronology the better agree 
with their Prejudices, he makes this aacount to* begin not from the 
Creation, but from the Deluge. He obferves not that even in the 
Talmud Itlwdy the Prophefie of fix thoufand years, is grounded only upon 
an AUufion to the fix days of the Creation of the Would. For thefe 
Do&ors affirm, that as the World was created in fix days, it will 
laft fix thoufand years, whence it manifefty appears, that this com- 
putation includes all the time the World is to laft, even from the 
Creation. If then with Vtfuu We rely upon this pretended Pro- 
phecy of Elias-> we maf eafiher explain it by following the Chrono- 
logy of the Jews, than that of the Septuagint : Befides that the Jews 
have been fo far home fallifying their Copies, as to the Chronology, 
that they might not be confuted about the coming of the Mejftaf, 
that on the contrary in reckoning up the allotted time they have in 
Talmd. the Talmud, acknowledged that it was already paft. T ftiall not con- 
fute VofliuSs rcafons, to (how that the time here mentioned, ought 
to be counted but from the Deluge, forafmuch as his reafons arc of 
no validity. In a word, he ought Infallibly to have fliown, that the 
Jews have defignedly abridged their Chronology, inftead of fuppo- 

iing 
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fine it without any proof. It might perhaps be moreteafonable to 
ftv that the Septuagint have augmented the number of years m their 
Chronology, for the reafons we have already al edged. 

Never^he lefs I agree with Vofms, that it is impoflible to rriakean 
cxadXonologyLm the Books of the Holy Scripture as it is at 
p?efcnti and that we are neceflarily to have recourfe for that to pro* 
phane Authors, becaufe the Holy Writers relate only but what fe 
Seceflary for their defign. But we ought not to conclude with 
S5L that the Chronology of the Septuagint is better than that 
of the Jewifli Text, although it comes mgher the computation of 
prophane Authors. It may be, as I have already faid, that the 
Greek Tranfiators took the liberty of inlargmg the Chronology of 
the Hebrew Text, which they looked Upon as too much 
and it is more readable to prefer the Original before Tranllations, 
than Tranflations before the Origin,!. We are therefore to fuppofc 
it impoflible to make an exadt and true Chronology from the Holy 
Scripture. For example the Chronology of the Judges, as it is fet 
down in the Book fo called, and that of the Kings of Perfa is not 
at alrexafl, either in the Hebrew Text, or in the Septuagint Tran- 
flation. Some Jewiffi Dcclors who would make at* entire Chrono- 
logy of the Kings of Perfla, from what is contained in the Bible, have 
mide themfelves ridiculous. On the contrary, the other Jews who RabbhSt 
have confuked'our Books and prophane Authors, affirm that the 
Scripture in thofe places , mentions only the Kings of Perfia who 
fyXS^lcwii^^hu^oMUmtA the fame method in 
SrCommen/aries upon the Prophefie of Vaniel where he relyes not Pnscm. in 
wholly upon what fcwrit in the Text of this Prophet, but has re- *«. 
courfe to other Authors i and he makes it planily appear, *fcat if we 
underftand not prophane Hiftorics, it is impoflible for us to explauv 

tH ^2S reafon fay, that the Jews have corrupted 
the Chronology of Daniel, and fome other places of the benpture, 
but that • sonly abridged, folikewifc we cannot fay that ^the Jews 
Lve corrupted the Chronology of the Pentateuch, and other H.fto- 
rical Books of the Bible, where it is not fet down in large. We 
cannot however affirm, that there ore no faults in h ^Hebrew Text, 
fince the Tewiffi Tranfcrtbers have not been free from thole errors 
nto which other Tranfcribcrs have often fallen •, and the fame may 
teTak rSfrtic -Samaritan Tranfcribcrs, who in this have not been more. 
Infallible than the Jews.. w|)fn 
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When we have not the Originals, upon which one may ground 
the'truthof the Copies which art taken from them, we have mil 
Scatigtr. reafon to doubt. Jofepbus Scaliger, who was perfwaded that there 
were fome faults crept into the Holy Scriptures, as to the Chrono- 
Jogy, believed that the Jews did not write their numbers at length, 
as they do at prefent, but that they only made ufe of the Letters of 
their Alphabet inftead of Cyphers* according to the manner of the 
Greeks. Many Authors have been of this opinion, which appeared 
fo much the more probable, in that the Jews obferve at this day the 
fame cuftom in their Books. Now there is nothing more eafic, than 
to fet down one letter inttead of another, which might be the caufe 
of fome alteration of the numbers which are fet down in the Holy 
Scriptures, after the fame manner as in all other Books. Ncvcr- 
thelefs, I do not fee any evident proof ot this way of writing the 
years in the Hebrew Text of the Bible, by Letters or Cyphers : On 
the contrary we find, that the numbers arc written at length in the 
moft antient Manufcripts; and without being diftinguifhed from the 
reft of the difcourfe. So that we have reafon to believe, that the ufual 
way the Tews now ufe in their other Books, is not very ancient. Be- 
fides, the reafon why the Jewifli Tranfcribcrs were oftner miftaken 
in writing the years, than the other words of the Text, is, becaufe 
the words by which they make ufe of for to count their years by, 
are almoft alike, and repeated feveral times, as wehave Jhewn elfe- 
where : whereupon they are confounded, and confoquently fall into 
a miftake, It will fufficc to bring here one example taken from the 
as Chapter of Genefit, Verfe 21. where we read in the Hebrew 
Text, Ha\b Sara mea Sana ve Efrim Sana ve Sevs Sanimje nk Haje 
Sara, wjure we fee a frequent Repetition of the fame words , 
whereas we fee nothing of ail thefe Repetitions in the Septuagint 
or Vulgar Tranftations, but limply (Sara lived an hundred and 
twenty feven years ) for this reafon, St. Epiphaaiut rejects Aqtti- 
la's Traoflafion as rude and barbarous, becaufe he tranflated in thefe 
places, the Hebrew Text Verbatim, without changing any thing at 
all of thefe Repetitions of the fame words. 

It is therefore probable, that the Tranfcribers, as well Jews as Sa- 
maritans, might be fometimes deceived in the fetting down of the 
years, becaufe one word fo often repeated, in one and the fame Pe- 
riod, did perplex their imagination. And this we fee happens dayly, 
when the fame cafe occurs, and we have hereupon produced feveral 
examples taken from Hebrew Manufcripts. But whereas the reafon 
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of this alteration proceeds fifom the nature of the Hebrew Text, and 
that on the other fide*, *h4 Septuagint have made their Tranflation 
from a Copy of this Texfi and not from the Original, it cannot be 
freer from thefe faulty than the Jet»i(h Hebrew Copies. 

To proceed : Although the femfif be very ignorant in whatfoever 
.concerns either Hiftory or Chronology, yet we rind fome amongft 
chemf who are hot wholly ignorant ot the Matter above-mentioned. 
The Atrtborof the Book, entituled Jnbafih, fpeaking of Boat, arid of . 
Qbed; Father to jeJJ'e, and Grandfather to ZXwrf, tells us, that accor- 
ding to the' prophane Writers, there have been other Generations 
which are omitted in the Scripture * adding afterwards, that it may 
be thefe propnane Authors drew iheir opinion from the very Books 
of the Scripture, where they i&rnefimes omit whole Genealogies, 
pallirtjg from one Genealogy to another, which is 'at a great diftance 
from'it, without medling with thofe which aire between both. The 
fame Aifthor inftances" in Efdraf, who in his Book has dmklted feven Efdra/. 
Genealogies, from one Abitob to another. It is certain that the an- 
cient ijfow , not finding frt their Hiftbries Genealogies icnough to 
rill up the time, made one (ingle perfon to live during- manjrAges; 
Wherefore thefe 1 Is nbthlftg 'more torrimon in their Hiftofcies, than 
thefe long liv'd mehV Befides, in the fame'placc^of the Book 
finwt are told, thbtObadiab, there fpoke of, according to the An* 
thori of the Cabbale or Tradltion,lived 400 ycars,& Ruth till thettml* 
of SakMoHMd this'agtfe* wlthdne off heir ancient Boq>ks,called tim* Tanhm* 
M»«bi iWtf oughJt therefore td*refle<ft upo'n this PWnxfiple,that we may. 
riot foeaflly ^e^elitf to the y^'Hiflojlesv whfcfo make theiif Do^ 
dtors farvivc,' tiirfeeh timers fH<# canfmd another to joyri to'hirri. : ' 1 * 
Hpeah here* Only of tl^eto ':' 
vity of Bkbjton, and , not Of the atidkrit Patriahite, although it ap- 
peals rlat feitiejftoi folie alfdeattw* w^ifctticw thajgreaf nqmbe* 
of years which ate giv^ri them to ; the Bo»k si of Mb/lr„ TfcusRi 
Gedaliai in the, beginning of his Hiftofy, whefoibi mokes, meritibn R&fau! 
of feveral ofcmlOns touching; this Matter, - wort for ihejrc *cte fome 
wh& believe^,that one of bur year's dohtainetfteri of thofe dther yeaw, 
which St; Augitjhne was not urtattjualntedrwithi as may be feen inhis Augufi. 
Books of the City of God* * ' 

Otheif 'Authors following *he fanacGMH have aflirm'd, thatrthe 
Patriarchs liv'd ntf longer than bther mertjand that the holy Scripture 
makesf'dnly mention Of the head Of thcFafnily.wfth whom he imme- 
diately ioyfis the lad of the fame Familyi without taking notice of 
7 E thofe 
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thofe who have been between both. Theft Authors believe, as has 
been aSv obfcrv'd, that whenany head of a- Family has ordam'd 
c« in ws and Methods of living to the Family, they make him 
live untH the laft of the Family who has obferv d thefe Laws^dead, 
hbwh that he is fuppos'd to have liv'd all this while m his Fa - 
rail* R.Gedaliabss further, That according to the Opinion of thefe 
fame Dotes, the Patriarchs did not live fo o»g before they had 
Children as the Scripture fpeaks of, butthat it makes mention of 
thofe only from whom they received the Tradition ^^akmg no noticp 
of many others whom there was no necdhty ot med ling withal. 

UmLt of opinion, thataman mould or ought to rely upon thefe 
kind of Niceties, but hereby one may perceive, that the W _ who 
have fo great /veneration for the holy Scr.ptures, do notwithftan- 
d ngmake their Conjectures upon the Age or the.r hrft Patriarchs, as 
^the Text of the Scripture was not clear enough in thefe places. 
They are furthermore perfwaded,that thefe Genealogies are abridg d, 
although they build their Chronology thereupon, without having any 
X leafon but their Tradition, which they often prefer before 
known and t conftant Truth?. However we mutt not infer from thence, 
St the have corrupted.theif Text,npr : thatthfy have.purpofe- 
y Sg^thefJoenealogies , and befid^ it fignU.es very little as 
to Son , whether wl can build a certain. Chronology upon 
heTeit of Scripture or no: We may openly confefs, hat feme 
faults have crept in upon this Subje<<Mnd acknowledge wtthSfc^j 
S e , that thefe kind of difficulties .are of thenature of fhofe of 
- S 4e may 

y^rCT^S, has recourfeto M W fbrew Q"8«fl^ af, 
fiimsi that inittpUce rflott of the Gree .Copies of Tus time were 
lde a i« corrupted* ( He does not only woCult , the Hebw Text 4 whicK he 
SI.cap°, *t Se^agint. but he fom\w ration 

. ot^V^.Tlian^ an4.to J. Wishes #^ 
£ t chr ' without ymgWmftlf^^crupuloufly. to ther^ptuagint Tranflation, 
^ although ihat only was at that tirne ; accounted authent.ck and divine* 
Kpr this reafon we ought w>t to,rdy,uponthe judgement of the Jw/, 
' who acknowledge nc "other to be the true Scripture but the^Hebrew 
Text of the BiWe, nor. to that of.fome Ghrimans> ; who confult only 
the Septuagim. We muftnot iide.cither with the H^«wor the Sepj 
tuagint, nor yet witb.the Vulgar, which the Council offrf« has 
thought to btfree ftom all kind of faults r but we ought indifferently 
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t n make ufe of as well the Text as the Tranflations, and to judge of 
Lm according to the Rules of Criticifm. The LatinChurch has 
SitfflSallpoffiWctefpcafor the Vulgar, and allows it all 

a emifiaken in my opinion, who believe we mu ft not admit of the 
leaft fault in the Books of the Scripture, as if men had not been the 
Dcpofitories of that as well as ofall other Books. 

Befides, fuppofing the Principles, which we have already laid 
down concerning the manner of the collecting or the holy bcripturcs, 
we mav diftinguim the confuiion which we fometimes find in the 
Chronology ofThe Bible,from the Errors of Chronology, which have 
happened through the fault of theTranfcribers. It is ufual for thofe 
whocollea out of Records, to make mention limply of the principal 
Anions, without troubling themfelves too follicitoufly about the 
^me when they happened i and it would withoutqueftion be rafli for 
anTone to go about to reform thefe Collections, by making a more 
exact ChroSolgy. The Interpreters of the Scripture, which do not 
make all thefe Reflexions, are often miftaken, and fometimcs make 
themfelves ridiculous, under pretence of giving a purely literalfence. 
For example, Shall we fay that Cain and Abel were born at the fame 
W becaufe the ftory or the Birth of thefe two Brothers is related 
in Chap. 4. of Gewfis, as if Eve had been brought to bed of both of Geo. 4 . 
them at one and the fame time ? thofe who are acquainted with the 
ftvle of the Scripture, and with itsconcife ways of fpeakmg, do not 
S into fuch grofs Errors. Wherefore Gordon had reafon to fay that C^.Co«u 
CMM when he faid that Can , and ^e/ were Twins. M».^H. 
fays this Tefuit, fi»git Calvinus fiflt Cain & Abel, fed fmmat. lf Gw ' 
wfonc^ 

we do, a whole Chronology upon the Textof the Bible, but confult 
diligently the Chronology of other Nations, without relying whoUy 
upon it v becaufe it is certain, that moftof the firft Originals arefilU 
withFables. We mould not believe, for example, the Hiftory of the 
Sabaius, which we have fpoke of before, who reckon, according to 
the teftimonyof fome Authors, above 373000 years fince the Creati- 
on of thefirft Man, whom alfo they callow, although according 
to the fame Authors they make mention in their Books of two 
Adams* 
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%dtement of the Greek Septuagint Tranflation. A parti- 
ctlar Examination of the places where they have tran- 
slated the Hebrew otherwife than they do at preJenK 

THere have been fome learned men even among the Catbolichy 
who have held that the Authors of the Greek Septuagint Tran- 
nation had not a perfefi knowledge of the Hebrew Tongue. Am»- 
AH. E«- ftinede Eugubio has gone yet further, for he has not ftuck to call the 
„*. Pr*f. scptuagint, Ignorant perfins, and concludes from the ignorance he 
" . taxes them with, that it was abfolutely neccflary for the Church, 
21 ver that St. Jtrm mould make a new Tranflation of the Bible, more 
«cog. faithful and more exacT: than the ancient one. He allures us more- 
over, that thefe Greek Interpreters underftood not fufficiently euher 
the Hebrew or Greek v that they had other Hebrew Copies than St. 
Term had and withal that they have affec^a particular jmm 
^any places of their Tranflation. But this Author who 
fa^havefollow'd, is miftaken in his opinion of the Septuagint , 
and it may eafily be prov'd by his own Books, that he underftood 
neither Hebrew nor Greek well enough or that he would not.do the 
Septuagint juftice, which he has fo unadvifedly condemn d. 

Wmoft learned of the Proteftants have (poke much better of the 
Septuagint Tranflation than this Italian Biihop, and amongft other 
Ud. C4P. iZdtoitusCapehwhok j^gment in this cafe ought to be prejerr dber 
fore^ato.Th^^ 

great deal of trouble to have reftor'd the Hebrew Tongue, without 
fhe help of the Greek Septuagint, althougri there ate fome fault* in 
v rm that as well as in all other Tranftations of the Bible. Vojfm has not 
Mm ' been contented with praifing of this ancient Tranflation, but he has, 
(as one may fay) canonizM it, in looking upon.it as itofpir d by U>d v 
kv which he feems not to have kept all due moderation, fince it has 
jftjto, Us faults as well as other Inflations. Mafius who has diligently 
? examin'd it, and who without doubt was capable of judging of if, 
has obfcrv'd, that* the Greek Tranflation of the Books ot the Law 
differs from that of the other Books of the Bible, and that thefe Ialt 

are 
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are fo ill tranflated in fome places, that we have no reafon to thmk 
them tranflated by the Septuagint. And for fear of being thought 
to iudae of the Greek Tranflatton by the Hebrew at prefent, he lays, 
that he fpeaks not of the Hebrew Text as it is at prefent with the 
Points, inftead of Vowels and Accents, which may have alter d the 
Text. Laflly, He concludes that this Tranflation is divine in fome 
places, and very filly in others \ but as that fometimes happens in 
the Book of Mofes, he is apt to believe that Ptolemy cms d all the 
Books of the Scripture to be tranflated > and therefore he dares affirm 
nothing hereupon,he meets with fo many difficulties herein. He on- 
ly confeflcs that there arc many faults, and much corruption m this 
Tranflation as it is at prefent i the tefpett he has for- Antiquity, has 
hindred him from declaring freely his opinion upon this Subject, but 
without (catching too curioufly into the fcveral Opinions ot Authors 
upon the Septuagint, it is more proper to examine the lranliatiomt 
felf by the Hebrew Text. , . . 

To judge herein aright, we ought to recolledt what we have alrea- 
dy faid of the Hebrew Text in the tirft Book of this Work, that we 
may not condemn the Septuagint, when we do not always find it 
agree with the prefent Hebrew Text. We ought not alfo wholly to • 
limit the fence of the Hebrew words, either by the new Dt6ta.es 
or Grammars i and moreover, as the Greek/ have not always under- 
ftood the Language of the Septuagint they have in fome places cor- 
ded their Translations , to make them more intelligible Greek. 
Eaftly, The Tranfcribers have alfo introdue'd fome Errors, which 
we ought to confider in judging rightly of the Septuagint Tianflati- - 
on. Lit us now examine it more particularly, and compare it with 
the' modern Interpreters. We will begin with the hrlt Chapter ot 

G TheSeptuagint have in the firft Verfe of this Chapter, tranflated Gen.a.a 
the Verb La by M^whkh Ogrufies Mf.whereas; the modern In- 
terpreters tftnflite it Crtavit, as the Vulgar does. This Tranflation 
of the Septuagint feems to iniinuate, that the World was not crea- 
ted out of nothing > and fome Greek Authors, amongft whom is St. 
S£ feon, for this very Reafon, to have made another »^e St , r ^ 
World before this j and to prove it,they bring the Greek Verb ,,wh ch 
%niH« Made, and not CnauL We cannot however accuf h Sep- 
tuagint Of ha'ving ill tranflated the Hebrew word Km, and if we 
now make it lignifie arty thing clfe than to tf*, that rather pro- 
?^dsTrom the common belie ' of the World being created, than fo* 
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Ribbint the prppriety of the Hebrew word. The molt learned Rabbins agree 
Aba Jftf * with the Septuagint in the explanation of this word, as we may fee 
Com. in j n ^ Commentaries of Aben Ezra upon this place. Augujiine ot En* 
T'i- ? w ^ (7 5 vv * 10 fometimes very improperly corrccls the Sept uagint, ap- 
g X in proves of' their Tranflation of this place, and gives the fame Rcafons 
«■:«. as Aben Ezra does. Ncverthtlefs Lombrofo and feme other Jcrvs fay, 
i.ambrof. that t j ie Hebrew Verb here us'd,* commonly fignifies to Create, or 
£j ot ' in Maty out of Nothing > and that another V erb is made ufe of to lignifie 
Abtn E\ra. to Makf or Form. But Aben Ezra proves the contrary by many Exam- 
ples, in the fame Hidory of the Creation, where the Veib Bara can- 
Gcn.51. 2. not lignifie to Create. In the yb. Vcife of the fame Chapter,wherc it 
is in the Hebrew, TohttVabfat, and in the Vulgar, Inanit & Vacua, 
the Septuagint have tranllated , *i'«f* T0 *> «j££T**-jc*i/«sw, which 
feems to confirm the Ancients opinion of the Chaos, as if the vifible 
World had been made of an invilible Matter, and that it had then no 
Being or particular Form. It is however hard to tranflate the Hebrew 
into Greek better, than by alluding to the Chaos of the Ancients. 
Getu.tf. In the 6 tb. Verfe, where the Vulgar has it Firmamentum, the Sep- 
tuagint have tranllated it, sif ':*>/!**, which fignifies the fame. But the 
modern Interpreters will have this word to lignifie Extent, and not 
Fa. Morin, Firmament, father Mor/w, and betides him an Englifti Proteftant, have 
cajllt. largely juftifi'd the Septuagint Tranflation of this place, which they 
prefer before the modern ones. However after having ferioufly ex- 
amin'd the Matter, I am of opinion, that the Septuagint have tran- 
slated the Hebrew word according to the Syriack then fpokc at Jeruja* 
lent , rather than according to the Hebrew i for the Hebrew word 
fignifies in Syriack to be Firm or Solid, 
In the i7*fo.Verfe the Vulgar has \t t Vt pueffet \ the Septuagint uf« 
e Word which is equivocal , and may be explain'd either 
Commandment ot Beginning. This has deceiv'd many Greek Authors, 
who have taken it in the latter fence. As the Septuagint Tranflation 
is fometimes barbarous, it is impoflible for us to underftand it tho- 
xowly, without having fome knowledge of the Hebrew Tongue, and 
then we ought to prefer the eleareft of the new Tranflations. 
Gen.a.a. In the 2d. Chapter of Genefu and Verfe 2d. whereas it is in the 
Hebrew Text, (God ended the feventh day) the Septuagint have tran- 
llated, C He ended the fmhday ) which feems to be better fence, and 
is back'd by the Samaritan Hebrew Text. I do not however think it 
iHgnfiht oeceffary to reform the Hebrew Text in this place by the Septuagint, 

tf£wh nor yet the Septuagint by the Hebrew Text, as Augitftm viEugnbig 

has 
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has affirm'd. We have no evident proof that either one or the other . 
is- in an error, and therefore we ought to look upon them as two 
different Readings, chiefly by reafon ot the Samaritan Copy. ^ 

In Chap. 3. Verfe 14. the Septuagint have tranllated, &»«*t*p*t®* Gen.3.14. 
*d M Jnm w mwf, where the Vulgar has it, MaledMus es in- 
ter omnia animantia s the Greek word &», which the Septuagint ufes 
in this place, is no proper word, nor makes any fence. But as the 
Septuagint have tranllated fometimes word for word, without hee- 
ding whether the Greek words were proper in thofe places they put 
them in, we ought to tranflate the Greek Prepoiition ^, by the 
French Article Vi, which in our Language fignifies fcveral things, it 
not being always a real Article, and then the fence will be, Won art 
themofl curjed ' of all Animals. t t 

In the 15 th Verfe of the fame Chapter, where we read, «mt ™- Gen.?. 15. 
•nifa* vpoAf there are two manifdt Errors of the Tranfcribers s 
Firfl, Inftead of dmit> in the Mafeuline, we ought to read nvrd, m the 
Neuter i and this Error comes from the words not being far enough 
diftant one from the other in the ancient Manufcript Copies > fo that 
the Tranfcribers have often put the Letters of the following words to 
the end of the preceding words, which has been done m this place i 
and to remedy thefe faults, we have no way but going to the He- 
brew. For example: In Jfaiah, Chap. 17. Verfe 10. where in the i«., 7 . ic 
Septuagint we read, f vtwp* *m™ , w.* ought to read it clear con- 
trary, *fc*r, and in the Latin, Plant jtioitem fidelem, and not 
infidelem. as it was in the ancient Vulgar before St. Jerom. 1 he 2d. 
Error of the Tranfcriber is in V><™, inftead of which we ought to 
read, becaufe the Tranfcribers have put an lota in the place 
of an Epfihn. becaufe the Ihape of the Letter lota, is like that ot an 
Epfilon lota. Thus the Bible of Ahalapt Ctmflmtfrte been corrected, 
although Voffw has alter'd it another way. We find other Examples 
in the Scripture of this fame Error of Tranfcribers, as in Proverb,, 
Chap 1 5. Verfe 14. where we read in the Edition of Reme, evmtfw* Prov. 1 5. 
*W»<, (Preserving it) whereas the Hebrew word which fign.hes to «4- 
Corrupt, makes me think that it was before, »Wf«* dvrir, (Corrup- 
tive, it) and the fence of this Verfe is clearly othefwife than it is in 
the Septuagint Tranflation, which the Greeks have chang dm many 
places which they underftoodnot 'i and as they had not the Originals 
to fto to, they hive corrected it according to their own fancies. 

In Chap, 4# Verfe 7. where the Vulgar has it, St bene egerii, rea- Gen.4 1, 
tie* finautmmalivflatim in' fortius picatm admit s the Septuagint 
*^ J diners 
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differs very much from all the other Tranflations made from the He- 
brew. Vojfm however had reafon in faying, that the fence of the 
* Septuagint is proper enough. To which we may add, that it would 

not be difficult to explain that Tranflation of this place, according to 
the Grammatical fence. It is word for word in the Hebrew, Iftbon 
deft and the Scptuagint have tranflated, If you offer reell^ which 
is the fame. The Hebrew Verb Jeeth, fignities to lift up i now it 
is certain that throughout the whole Law of Mofts, to lift up and 
offer are fynonymous terms. This Expoiltion is much more natural 
than that of the Rabbins and the modern Tranflators, who agree not 
amongft themftlves about the Interpretation of this word. As for 
the other words of the fame Verfe they may be tranflated according 
to the Letter, (If thou haj\ not dune well in Breaking) that is to fay, If 
thou art not well divided^ it is in the Septuagint > .which feems to be 
better fence than if the Verb Pctab was tranflated Bear, asSt./ewx 
and the modern Interpreters have tranflated it, iince it is certain that 
the word Pttab fignities alfo to break, and pull in pieces. Laftly, The 
Scptuagint have tranflated, If thou haftfnfd, whereas the modern In- 
tctpreters tranflate, 7be fin > where the Vowels are only chang'd in 
this word as well as in the word following, which they rjaye tran- 
flated, CRepofe thy felf) by reading of the Verb in the Imperative 
Mood, initead of the Participle. Thus the Septuagint Tranflation 
may in this place be jultifi'd, which the modern Tranflators,, who 
trouble themfelves too much about the Points and Accents, have 
coBdemn'd, for want of underftanding of it. 
Gen a 16. In Verfe 1 6. of the fame Chap. 4* St. JeromUs found fault with 
nitron ' the Septuagint, for having tranflated , In the Land of Naid, as if 
quaeft. Naid was a proper Name, whereas they ought, as he fays, to have 
HebanGM. tranflated, Projugm^ a Vagabond. We cannot however accufe the Sep- 
Cem ra. of ignorance, ilncein Verfe 12. of the fame Chapter, where 
' this Hebrew word alfo is, they have not tranflated it by a proper 
Name. They thought then that here it .ought to be tranflated other* 
wife, and that Cain had given the Name of Naid to this Land, as if 
one mould fay, A Land of Exile. I ftiould however rather prefer St* 
Jeronis Tranflation, which the modern Interpreters do alio follow, 
before the Septuagint. 
Gen 26t In Verfe 2 6, of the fame Chapter, where the Vulgar has, Ijte cepit 
' invocart Nomen Domini » the Septuagint have tranflated, (He hop'd u 
call upon,) Thefe two Tranflations difagree with the prefent Hebrew, 
from whence we ought to tranflate, Then began men *o call upon > and 

thus 
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thus St. Jerom has tranflated in his Qyeftions upon Gimps \ and uhrrii 
therefore he read the Hebrew as we do at prefent. Aquila confirms A\uiU* 
the prefent Reading, which feems to be better than that of the Sep- 
tuagint. 

In Chap. 6, Verfe 3. where the Septuagint have tranflated> Mj>Gea.$.|; 
flirit Jhall not endure^ other modern Interpreters tranflate, My ftirit 
foall wtjirive t or (hall not judge > and -S t. Jerom approves of this laft Hitrn 
Tranflation : Bud the Septuagint Trahflation which the Vulgar alfo 
ilicks too, is the beft arid moft natural. We ought not however to JJj^ 
fancy this to be a various Reading in the Hebrew Text, as fome 
haveimagin'd, who thought that the Septuagint have in their Coptes 
read Jalon jnftcad of Jadon > one may very well tranflate, Jadon eth 
dur'd, deducing it from Madan » and this opinion is back'd with the 
Authority of iome Rabbins , who in this agree with the Septua- &»Mm£ 
gint. 

In Verfe 14. of the fame Chapter, where we read in the Hebrew, 
Maty an Ark, of Gopher wood, the Septuagint have tranflated it of favor* 
*>ood\ which feems ridiculous to fome, although thdy cannot tell the 
true fignification of the word Gopher^ which is us'd in no other place 
but this. Voftufy who would explain the meaning of theScptua»>^^. 
gint, quotes theophra^us, who makes mention of a Tree with four Thutbrejl 
Angles, without telling what he meant by this Tree with four An- 
gles, which Vojfius fancies to be the fir, the Cedat y or fome fucfe 
Tree fit to build Ships with. To maintain his opinion he farther 
adds, there are only thefe Trees, whofe Branches grow as if they had 1 
four Arms, and as many Angles, fo that they are in form of a Crof&i 
But without being fo very nice, it is probable the Septuagint meant 
only by thefe words, the Planks which we build Ships with, becaufe 
thefe Planks are fawn and cut after fuch a falhion, that we may call . > 
them,^/ut tiT^ywA. Thus God commanded Noah to take Trees,aiKl 
therewith to build the Ark. Thefe Planks have four Angles, and;! 
believe the reafon why the Septuagint gave them this Name, was to 
diftinguith them from Trees, which in growing are round. This fence 
differs not from what is in the Vulgar, where they are calPd, Woodt 
made fmoothi that is to fay, cut or fawn, fit to build Ships with. Let 
us now examine fome places in the Septuagint, where the Hebrew. 
Text is more obfeure s for they are fuppos'd to be miftaken chiefly in 
thofe places. 
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CHAP. VI. 

SM^^TldeU h» U« Hebrew. 

according to the Grammatical fence, i ma t n s w y y a 

ne/rx. , Vnl»ar has it. Trior inVonUi the Sep- 

In the fame Verfe, where the V ulgar I has m ™ » h m _ 

tuaglntfeemstotaket^^^^^ 

roon opinion of other Tranflators, « f *£^ s BirtW)ght had 

*.ffi£^1^^<^ of 
,/ I ' ,e V. W T" SI,.,! which they have afterwards again obfeiv d, 

t6e iwwiiv loge.kr. 1 his variety 01 wh. p r _ 

wtal&ding., bccwft the ScpWnt read in their Hebrew u pj 
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an V where we at prefent read an 7, which very often happens • 
2d u7t£ there were no Points in the Hebrew Text they 
read with other Points or Vowels. To conclude the Septuagmt fence 
is more neat andkfs perplext, than that of the modern Interpre- 

"lnVerfeo*. where wQread in the Vulgar, NonfitGhri* .««, the Geo. 4 ** 
Sedtuagint have tranflated, Let not my Liver contend. The prefent 
Hebrew is the fame with the Vulgar, and ought to be tranflatexj 
word for word, Let not mine Hmut be united. But the Septuagmt 
have put other Vowel Points, and read \Cevedt MyLwer inftead I of 
CevodLMy Honour. And befides by reading zKefchJotzVahth, they 
^vf inflated, Vi^te L, ox Fret not thy MS Thefe two Letters 
Refch and VJetb are fo alike in the Hebrew Tongue,that one has of- 
ten much ado to diftinguifli them-, however the : reading of thb pre- 
fent Hebrew Text, feems to make better fence than that of the He- 
brew Copy of the Sejptuagint. . . -i^ 
At the end of the fame Verfc, where the Vulgar has it, Suffbdem* 
M*mm> the Septuagint have tranflated, They have Hanvftnngdw 
Ox. The modern Interpreters difagree about the explanation ottheie 
words. Some follow the Vulgar, and others fay Have cam daway 
To*. The reafon of this difference in Trandation is, becaufe the 
Hebrew word which fignifics a WW, fignifies alfo an Ox , bv | Jan- 
cing only a little Point > and thefe two words are confounded in ie- 
verflmher placesof theScripture, where the fencehasbeen more ob- 
ferV d than P the manner of their being writ - To P^eed I a m of 
opinion we ought to prefer the ^eptuagint ^anrtation of h^ 
before all others, and it is confirm'd by Verfe 6. Chap. »• 
{hua, where there is the fame expreffion. ^ fid «^.^^f^ a 
that the cuaom of taking of Oxen, and cutting of their Haras with a 

Wordforword,Ex^» the Septuagint have tranflated it, e**A*«, 
from a Plant ; the' Hebrew word fignifies either Prey ox Plant al- 
though the latter fignification feems rather to be according to the 
See or Syriack, than the Hebrew. The fence of the vulgar and 
modem Interprets is more natural , and feems to agree bell ^wuh 
that place. It is probable that the Septuagmt meant, that Jud ab was 
comc P fromalittkPlaot, as if this Tribe had had but a 
ring, and that afterwards by little and little it grew greater than the 
others. p 2 The 



' the modern. Interpreters have not criticise more upon any word, 
ccn.49.10 'tfi^^e %brew word flfo, which i? in Verfe iq. Q f t hc fame Chap* 
ter. The Vulgar has tranflated it, gut mitte n dits rtf, and thofe who 
have made Commentaries upon the Scripture, whether Jews or Cbri* 
Finns* ufually explain it of the Mefiab* The Scptuagint in this place 
. f 13 ? ' e »,T* fwwfasM Ww, was (owe read it, a omwm\ and this 
■ : laft t etfip$ feems, more neat and agreeable to the Letter of the He- 
brew TeKt v Jhe fence of thefe words is, For whom U k$j>t, and we 
ought to urujerftand the word Kingdom i which words evidently de- 
mote the Mejftab i and many of the mofl ancient Jews agree herein 
with the Scptuagint, although the reading of the prefent Hebrew is a 
little different, becaufe it is there Silo, whereas according to this in- 
terpretation we. ought to read Selo. This explanation ofthis paflage 
is veiy clear j fo that it is only the prejudice we have for the Maffmt, 
and the modern Grammar* which has made this place obfeure. We 
may thenobferve, that before Points were us'd inftead of Vowels in 
Hebrew Text of the Bible, the Letter Jod ferv'd inftead of the 
ytfvels 7 and E i but after thc finding out of thefe Points, the Tran- 
[crtbers left the 1 Letter Jod, and fuch other Letters in the Text, or 
wotted them, put according to their pleafure, as I have already (hown 
InthefirrtPoo^ The Maffhrtt read this word with an J, inftead of 
anE, and the Letter Jod has been ftill kept in, which has made the 
fence more difficult. Many other unneceflary Jods have been alfo left 
©cod. 25. m other jplaces of the Scripture, as in Exodus, where we read Teafe 
35- With a Jod, which pught to have been left out. We may alfo ob- 
ferve,, that the Letter He, which is at the end of the word Silo, or 
rather Selo, is the fame with the Letter Vau\ and this happens foof- 
ten in the Hebrew Text, that the Mafforet has mark'd the places 
where the Letter He is us'd for Van, although it has not mark'd 
them all. 

Gen.4p.14 In Verfe 14. where the Vulgar has it, as it is in the. prefent He- 
brew, Afwus firtis, the Septuagi.it have tranflated, H# rviftd for 
what h good. They have in their Hebrew Copy read Hamad, H* de- 
Jird, inftead of Hamor, An Afl. But there is nothing more ufual than 
this changing of Refeb into Valetb,by reafon of the likenefs of thefe 
two Letters. 

<kM9.i5 In 1 Verfe 15. where the Vulgar has tranflated, Tribntti ferviens, 
the Scptuagint have, Is become a Husbandman, which Tranflation 
makes a proper fence enough, and agrees with Aquila. The reafoti 
tL yt ^"^Trannations is, becaufe the fame Hebrew word 
tynines to befitbjetied, audio till %be Earth, h, 
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In Verfe libera; itlfc in *he Vulgar, Salthare tmtnt efyetiabo Gen.49.1t 
Nomine, according to the prefent Hebrew, the Septuaglnt have made 
a clear contrary fence* by applying ofthefe words to the word Horfe- 
mafty which goes before i and they have tranflated^/tftog/w the SaU 
vattonofibt £ord v aa if it wasto be underftood of the Rider which it 
fallen, St« Jerm explains it of Jacob, and his Interpretation is foU mmn 
Iow'd by many, both Jews.mdCbrijtiatis, who agree not however Quart. 

about the fence* • ' '' 

In Verfe 19, where it is in the Vulgar, Gad accinfitts prtliabitur Gen.49.10 
ante turn, the Septuagint have tranflated it, TW *«f*T*etor THfttTiilnt 
flM/rJr, which by the.Author of the ancient Vulgar made from the Sep- 
tuagint, has been very ill tuanflatcd thus, Umatb tentabit em. But 
St. Jeram has much better interpreted the Greek words, which in 
that place are barbarous, which he has made another fence to, Gad 
tatrmcnlus latraeinabitur turn i and then the Greek Septuagint agrees 
with the Hebrew Text, and the difficulty is clear'd i only they who 
under Aarid the Hebrew Tongue, cancorre# thefe faults in the Greek 
Tranflation. 

In Verfe ftx . where the Vulgar Bias ir, Nqbtalit terms emffits, the 0tm # Ar 
Septuagint have tranflated it rather according to the fence than to the 
Grammar; A Plant which has flruvg firth, St.Jerom alfo fometlmes Hitmi 
follows this method, and tranflates the fame words in his Queftions 
upon Genejit, Agerimgms, following in this the opinion of the Jew* 
M Do&or, who taught him not accordibg to the Letter i fo likewifc 
in the fame place he jbyns the literal Tranflation which is in the 
Vulgar. 

In Verfe 22. where the Vulgar has it tranflated, Decants ajpetlu, Gen.49.2a 
the Septuagint have, 'towrta which fignifies, Sought after by reafon 
of bit beauty » and this ience comcs nigh the Hebrew. The fame word 
Which St. Jeremiad the other Interpreters tranflate A Will, fignifies Mtron, 
iKoAn Kyt% the Septuagint ihave paraplitas'd upttn it, to make the 
fence more eafie. There is much more difficulty in the following 
words i for inllead of faying, Banoth tfaada akfur, as it is at prefent 
in the Hebrew, they have read, Bent tfeiri alai fub, that is to lay, My 
yomg Son turn towards me i which differs much from (he prefent He- 
brew Text* according to which we ought to tranflate as it is in the* ; 1 
Vulgar, Filit difatrrerunt fupet Mttrvm \ or according tofome otljer 
Interpreters, we ought to put Kami inftead of FilU, becaufe the Ht- 
brew word figniries both one and the other. What confirms the Sep- 
tuagint Tranflation is, that we read alfo, tfeiri, in the Samaritan He* 

0 brcW' 
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- , . biew Text, as theSepfuagtnt read in their Hebrew Copy. Augufline 
" ' * of Eugubio, who underftood not this way of reading Hebrew affirms, 
that the Greek Tranfcribers have added fome words here •> and be- 
fides, that the Septuagint have read very ill, by putting in of otW 
Points , andlaftly, that they underftood not Hebrew. But this Au- 
thor does Very often wrong to the Septuagint, undemanding but very 
induferentjy himfelf the/Hebrew Tongue. 
Ge* -m u In Verfe 24. where the Vulgar has it according to the prefent He- 
brew, Sedit in forti arcuseju't, the Septuagint have tranflated, And 
their Bom were broken with force i at leaft the Greek words of the Se- 
ptuagint, K*J cvvtreJ^v ptrA Kefav< T(& t6£* are thus tranflated 
in the ancient vulgar Latin made from the Septuagint : But if we ex- 
amine the Greek Verb wvtel&h as it relates to the Hebrew Text, we 
may tranflate, Gommoratus eji> and not Contritus efi i wherefore we 
ought to obferve, that the Septuagint us'd to ftretch the .ignification 
of words beyond their ordinary acceptance, and that without under- 
ftanding the Hebrew Tongue, it is importable for us to tranflate them 
into another Tongue. 
> In Verfe 2*. where We read in the Vulgar, Super Benedimonibus 
Gen**** ^ ^ Septuag i nt nave tranflated, Above tbeBleftngs oftbefixt 
Mountains, by reading Hart inftead of Harai, by changing only the 
Points i and they have added this word to the following word Ad, 
whereas the Maffbret has divided them : We read not in'the Vulgar, 
How, as it is in the prefent Hebrew, but Horau i and for this reafon 
itismnflated, BenediWonibts patrm ejus, £>/ being put inftead of 
Meontm, as it is in the Hebrew. To proceed, the Septuagint is very 
«mch confus'd in this place, and the modem Tranflators have given 
the fence more clearly. 1 believe likewife, that the laft words of this 
Verfe ought not to betook, as they are in the ancient Latin Tranflati- 
on of the Septuagint, Super Caput framtm quorum dux fuit, which 
agrees with the Hebrew > for as much as the Hebrew word, Nezir, 
»fignifte6 JlOt Nazareen, but One feparatedfrom bis brethren, and exceeds 
them in good qualities. This the Latins call, Egregius, Exmius i Au- 
_ • h guftine of Eugubio> who underftood not the Septuagint in this place, 
has very improperly call'd them, Ignorant perfons. 
<J«i49'*7 Jn Verfe 2 7. where we read in the Vulgar according to the prefent 
Hebrew, Mane cmedet pradam, the Septuagint have tranflated it, In 
the morning be Jhall eat again, becaufe they read Od in their Hebrew 
Copy, and not Ad, as we at prefent do. There is alfo in this fame 
Verfe an Error of the Txanfcriber, and inftead of <ft'rW, Give, as it 
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• ?« t^Rman Edition, or A*» Shallow, asSt.>»has read i 
i^^E^ Shall divide, ancfthis agrees both with the 

Hebrew and Vulgar. ^ according to t h e Gcn.&* 

He& nefiaret teZ 7A» » Tie ft? 
SaTed; Vlbefe arethetmlve Sons of Jacob) w htch feems itobebet- 
ter fcnee, becaufe Tribes are not there fpoke of, becaufe as yet there 

W Thus n weou & ht to examine the Septuagint* that we may not un- 

'^ttiW ***** **+ 

) • rlrrZ ^T^Llian Bilhop has not done the Septuagint ju- 

^fffiflS ^H^*tltatS£i»o blarne .heOieek In- 
which has it OT» ; . wnenw "f "„„ £ceffary for St. Jmm to make a 
terpreters, and tc , f»Y, ^ttat « wa necellary ^ t0 fi[id m 

TV^TrfSE* e SSribS o <h true Rule* of Grammar, he 
the fence of this P lsc f> »™ 0 ™' & DluaE j n tTranuationto ha»e been 
would have rtnow edgdth *f t X™<U K d o,h««*e. The 
very exact, and that it ou&nt ^ j wherein he 
death of fl&w*/ " ,001 there fpokt ot, but * fc nn a„llanJ 
dwelt, as a PP ea« g^^^ftme wltb, H» 
the Scripture flyle, know '«»»« "« no « , 



$6 ok -II. (48) Chat. VI I; 

Wandfthffmodern Interpreter*. - Their Tranflation was for, fevcral 
Centuries as autbentfckiih the Church as the Vulgar is atprcfcnt i 
but wc ought not for all that to believe with Vofm, thit it was infpir'd 
by God. Tor it is certain, that it has its faults as well as all other 
Tranflations of the Scripture : And that we may judge better herein, 
1 (hall give fome frefh ExampKsof this Tranflation taken out of the 
Book: of Pfalttii. 



CHAP. VII. 

Examination of the Septuagint Tranflation of the 22. Pfalm. 
Thif Tranflation compared with the prefent Hebrew, and 
the Tranflation of St, Jerom e whence toe may judge, a 
alfi bylhe preceding Chapters^ homo uncertain the Hebrew 
Text of the Bible is. 

THe Pfalms which we ufe at prefent in the Church, are thofe 
which were heretofore fung, and were in the ancient Vulgar, 
before St, prow's new Tranflation was publickly recciv'd. As the 
people were us'd to thefe Pfalms, they have conftantly been pre- 
fer v'd, and the new Tranflation which St. Jerom made of the Pfalm*, 
as w«)J. asjof the reft of the Scripture* were never throughly receiv'd 
in |heQburch.. Wherefore we may call the- Latin Tranflation of th« 
•Pfalms, the Septuagint Tranflation,, although if agrees not exactly 
with thp Greek,, and there are fome little alterations. We (hall here 
examine this Greek Tranflation upon the 22. Pfalm by the Hebrew 
Text, and the new one of St. Jerom, printed at the end of his Book. 

Firft, The Septuagint feem to have read in the! Text of this Pfalm, 
Ezerat, inftead of Aielttb^ as it is in the prefent Hebrew Copy > St* 
Je rvm read Aielttfa and tranflated €>irvw, wherein he agrees with 
the modern Tranflators who have tranflated it a Stag. The Septua- 
gint have tranflated it, *VA»4'fi Defence ox Succour, as if it wasEse- 
rat » however after aferious examination of the thing, I am of opini- 
on that heie is no various Reading, and that thefe Interpreters have 
tranflated the Hebrew word Aialeth, Defence or Succour, as they have 
tranflated Eialut, donbtim Sueemr, in the 20th. Verfe of the fame 
Pfalm*. 1 would not then multiply here the various Readings, as 

Grotiut 
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Gmim and fome others have done, becaufe there is no neceffity for 
it. As for the fence, the Septuagint Tranflation feems to be more in- 
telligible than St. Jerom\ We ought not however in this cafe to rely 
upon the plained fence, becaufe moft of the Titles of the Pfalm* are 
obfeure, and almoft unintelligible to the Jem as well as Cbriftiw* 

Secondly, Thefe words of the firft Verfe, Rejoice in me, or as it is PfaLaa. r, 
in the Greek, nd&> are fuperfluous, and fome ancient Fathers have 
obferv'd that they were not in tfie Hebrew. The reafon is, becaufe 
the Septuagint have twice tranflated the fame word, which neverthe- 
lefs is differently jead, becaufe it is twice repeated. Eli, which fig- 
nines Dews mem, lignilies alfo ad me, if we read it Elai* Wherefore 
we ought to take care how we read the Septuagint Tranflation, where 
the fame word is fbmetimes twice tranflated. 

At the end of this Verfe, where we read in the Septuagint, itiv 
^TTTu^dTm n* t Deli&orum meorum, the modern Interpreters tran- 
flate according to the prefent Hebrew, and St. Jerom, RugiM mei, 
This variety of Tranflation is ufually afcrib'd to the tranfpofition of 
the Letter Aleph in the Hebrew j but it may be, according to the 
Rules of the Maflbret, which we have before fpoke of, the Septuagint 
look'd upon this Letter Aleph but as an intigniticant Vowel. Aleph 
heretofore before the invention of Points ferving inftead of a Vowel, 
it was hard to diftingutfh when it belong'd really to the word, or 
when it was barely a Vowel. We have many of thefe Examples, M 
the Scripture, and the Rabbins themfelves agree not how thefe twp 
fort of words are to be interpreted, although the Majfpm hzs limited 
the Reading. Thus in Chap. 7. Jeremiah , Verfe 8. they doubt, j^, 8 . 
whether the Hebrew word Melechet, which is writ without an Alepb, 
ought to be tranflated §)ueen or Wor\, although the Aleph is not 
mark'd. Many are of opinion that we ought to fupply this defect, as 
if it had been fupprefs'd by TranfcriberS. The fame Rule will hojd 
good for the Hebrew word in this Verfe r. Pfalm 32. and then the 
manner of tranflating will be very uncertain i fo that we muft often 
obferve the fenfe more, than how the word is writ in the Hebrew 
Text. 

In Verfe 2 d . where we read in the Septuagint, \« *raw, Non Pial.22. a. 
ad Infipientiam, St. Jerom and the modern Interpreters tranflate ac- 
cording to the preient Hebrew, Nonfileutium mihi, which is clearer 
and more intelligible than the Septuagint Tranflation, which in this 
place is obfeure, and comes not nigh the Grammatical fence. It is 
probable that by thefe words, Non ad bifipkntim mihi, they under* 

G Hand, 
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that of the Septuagint. , . 2l) ^ ^ - ^ T0/X( y< i 

*m Itfcqmw* agree , * t about tata* (ed E( s „„ fl( 
are very fhott in the Hcb ™. st - / m« ^ 
bMtamhmJfmK »h.A f&ter ; i, is word for 

brew. _ But ^ Septuagmt exptefl b «h fa« 

• • . • v.vfp R have very well tranflated the Hebrew 

Pfal.22. 8. T h eSeptuag,n tin Ve rfeS. f^^ nVy gperavit, which Sr. 
word GO, which fignihes to Rom > N thclefs the modern 
9mm has yet better exprefs d b ' C W ^ 
Interpreters agree not m their opinions, ana 

•fid.a».i« 1 d,W J i 'we follow exactly the prefent Hebrew, we 

Fodermt mams mm. If we follow ex y r j 

ought with the Rabbins to tranflate S^ mamn» J 

^^^^^^Z^^iB ufually quoted to 
with the Septuagmt, in fo f Xd their Hebrew Copies, and perver- 
(how, ^^J^ s ^}^u^\^7hc Chriftian Religion, 
ted the fence ofthe^**"^ the Rules I have 
I dare however be bold to ^ a ^ k W ; in 0 fpe aking of the Mtforet, 
fet down in the firft Book of th« wo , P jj as tfcc M ^ 

rung of the jfew. , p . hj h at pre f ent f erve 

Weought .^fij^S ar not fo old as the' Septuagint 
for Vowels in the Heb w «t, arc ^ 

Tranflation,and i consequently w^W' we at pre fent do. It 

makes all the diftculty, with other * ' . P hich have al . 

istrue, ttothej^taj^ 

tcr'd the fence of he ftophefc » ^LP/v? bointcd all the Letters 
Without any premeditated ^J^£fSd1. they doubted 
of this word according to their Ru to ot mt> was efTcntial 

whether the Letter Alepb which is »" of one w0 *d 

w no, theyatlaftxefolvM to make it. effential, and io ot one w 
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they made two. This binds not other Interpreters, who may look 
upon this Alepb as a Letter which fervM heretofore only inftead of a 
Vowel. We have many of thefe Examples in the Books of the Gram- 
marian Rabbins i and befides, as we have already fliovvn, thegreateft 
bufinefs of the hrft Jemjh Grammarians, was to diitmguiln when 
thefe Letters were cflential, and when they were only added and 
fimple Vowels. The Septuagint thought the Letter Alepb in the 
word Leaari was not eflential, and confequently a Vowel i which 
agrees with the Rule of the great Majforet, which takes notice of a 
ereat many words where the Letter Alepb is writ in the midft of 
them, although it ought not to be read. It is true, that Cm« is not 
one of thefe words i but although we may follow the Mafiret Ru es 
in general, we are not oblig'd wholly to rely upon every particular 
Example of the Mtforet, everyone having the liberty of applying 
them as he thinks fit. . 

Secondly, Inltead of Jod, in th: end of the word Can,, we ought 
t -) put a Van, and then we (h:>uld read Cam, as the Septuagint and 
the other ancient Interpreters do. As the Letters Van and Jod are ve- 
ry much alike, Tranfcribers often put them one for another, which 
the Mjfforets have alfo took notice of, although the word Can is not 
amoiiglt the Examples they produce i but it is furficient for us to ap- 
ply their general Rules where they ought to be appli'd. in a word, 
the lev who made the collection of this Mtforet, obferves that he RJaetb 
has in rhofe correct Copies read Cam, and that in the Margin there »•«• 
was Keri Caari, that is to fay, We ought tortadCaarn We ought 
then to afcribc this to a variation in Reading, which we have many 
other Examples of in the Bible, which the Majforet Jews have not 
obferv'd, becaufe they had not thofe helps we have, by reafon of the 
ancient Interpreters of the Scripture, which, they were unacquainted 

WI {nVerfe24. where the Septuagint have tranflated, *V if*», 4 Pfal.aa.24 
Me, it ought according to the prefent Hebrew, (which St. Jerom s Huron. 
Tranflation agrees with) to be tranflated^ to, which proceeds from 
a variation in Reading, by changing Van into Jod. Thf Septuagint 
read in their Hebrew Copy, Mimmenni, a me, whereas we at prefent 
read, Mimmennu, abto. And this is the Reafon why in Verk r 26. m ^ j5 
where the Septuagint have <wv»7if, paupms , St. Jerom and tome 
others have tranflated, Mites or Manfneti, by reafon of the Letters 
Van and Jod being chang'd. 
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In the fame Vcrfe 26. where the Septuagint have, «/ Kafii<u cov-roV, 
Cur da eontm, we ought according to St. J trim's Tranflation and the 
prefent Hebrew, to tranflate, Cor veflmm. The Scptuagint's is the 
better fence, which perhaps they ©bferv'd more exactly than the 
Grammar, becaufe this alteration of perfons is very ufual in the 
Scripture. I am however of opinion, that this Irregularity proceeds 
Vcrfe 29. from the various Readings i as inVerfe2p. where the Septuagint 
have tranilatcd, c*«W «W», In conficttu tjns> wc ought according 
to the prefent Hebrew to tranflate, In conjpeftu ttto, which is occalion'd 
by the changing of the Letter Vah into Capb, becaufe the Septuagint' 
in their Hebrew Copy read, Lepbanau, whereas we at prefent read, 
Lephinehg, The changing of Van into Caph is ufual in other places 
of the Scripture, and there are Manufcripts, where thefe two Letters 
can hardly be diftinguifiYd in the end of a line, as we haveobferv'd 
ih the firft Part of this Book. To conclude, St. JcrorrCs Tranflation in 
this place agrees with the Septuagint. 
Vcrfe ap. In Veife 2p. where the Septuagint have, K*t v » 4**% f*« <«^5» £"> 
Ht anima mea Mi vivet, we ought to tranflate according to the prefent 
Hebrew, Animw fuamnonvivificabit. St. Jerom has tranflated, Ani- 
ma ejw nonvivet, which variety of Interpretations comes from the va- 
rious Readings,. Firft , The Septuagint read Napbfii , My Soul, 
whereas we read in the prefent Copies, Napbfo* His Soul, as St. Je- 
rom alfo read in his time, which comes from the changing of the two 
Letters Van and Jed one for another* which is ufual. This fame va- 
Pfal.24. 4. rious Readingisalfo \n?fal. 24. Veife4- with a/fm, which marks 
the various Reading in the Margin. The Mjffont however has not 
Juab marked it » fo that the Jw, who made and publifh'd the collection 
Htiiim, 0 f t h e Mnjpwt fays, that it is ftrange that this word Naphfi was not 
put in the Great Majfortt, amongrt the words which end with a Vau s 
but are read with a Jod. Weought not however to think it rtrange, 
fincQ thc Mjjforet produces not all the various Readings, If the ftlaf- 
foreis had read the Hebrew Copies, which the Septuagint and other 
ancient Tranflators made ufe of, they would have fet down many 
more Variations. Secondly, Infteadof JW, as it is in the Sep- 
tuagint, St. Jerom and the modern Interpreters have tranflated it 
Non 3 according to the prefent Hebrew ••> but if we undcrltand but ne- 
ver fo little the Hebrevy Tongue, we may ea lily rind out the reafon 
of this Variation, for as much as the fame word which lignihes Non, 
fignifies alfo IUi. It is true, it ought to be differently writ, to make 
thefe two different fences , but the Tranf.ribcrs not exactly obferving 

this 
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thh difference in writing, have often confounded thefe two words , 
fo tet^tShef* oblbvc the fence, than how this word ,s 
writ St & has alfo in his Commentaries upon the Scripture ob- 
£ v'd fome mes this confulion, and the Majforet has alfo made a 
CaXurof the places where La, the word in queft.on ought to 
be »iXed Non, and where I», without taking notice of the man- 
ner how it's writ But as the Mtfforet Catalogues are no infallible, 
we oug^t only to follow its Rules in general, and apply them accor- 
L as neceiL requires. Thirdly, The Septuagint and St. Jerom 
5 whereas according to ^^aI^ZZ 

ought to read Vivijicavit > but thisean only be afcr.M 0 the v nous 
Pointings, which have been added to the Hebrew Text. Heretofore 

w r v t^ ***** h r m '^° 

tranflated, L r& -to* Smm mum, we %ft*™fW 

to the prefent Hebrew to tranflate limply Semen with which St. > 

^S^fft* It i« P'obabk thatthe Xl7ent a k 
their Hebrew Copy? ZW, MySeed, whereas we read at prefent,^- . 

t s,t hy^l out a>i The J^W^S 
out this VJ, becaufe there were ^o °f them m the Hebrew word. 
The Greek Tranfcribers might likewife add, ^ memt, to make the 

fence more clear. , . 0 . ~i~+u~„* «,«- v i— 

Laflly, In thefame Vcrfe 30. where thcScpt ™ffntfejve, g** «£ 
^V«, Gemratiofiititra, we ought accord, ng to ^ffj^. 
puTa Point after Generatb, and tranflate as St. J^^J^ 
onesvenienu But as the Accents which ferve at prefe atfete 
and Comma's in the Hebrew, were not then mvented we ought not 
to wonder that they fometimes differ. This may b 
well of St. Jerom as of the Jem, who inve nted afte h.m he^ c iorf 
of Accents.^ The Septuagint might then «" fla "?,ife„^ 
thvemm; by undemanding the Pronoun^ ..^ fi #™J«^ 
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CHAP. VIII. 

Several Rules to jnUifie the SeptMgiM TratrJlMon by. 

THc Criticifm we .have made of the Septuagint Tranflation, by 
examining of it by the Hebrew Tcxt» fufficicntly demonftrates, 
that the Authors of this Tranflation were not ignorant in the Hebrew 
Tongue, as fomehave imagin'd. But on the contrary we find, tiiat 
when they differ from the fence of the modern Interpreters, they have 
reafon for it s wherefore the, modern Tranflators are miftaken, in con- 
fulting ouly the Hebrew Copies as they are at prefent. The many 
prejudices they have for the Gramma rand Hebrew Dictionaries, hin- 
der them from judging aright of the Septuagint Tranfluion, and 
they obferve not that the Rabbins have in their Books limited the 
Hebrew Tongue, and that it would be ridiculous to judge ot the an- 
cient Interpreters of the Bible by their Rules only » we ought to have 
a more general Id*a of this Tongue, fuch as we have already laid 
down in our Criticifm upon the Septuagint Tranflation. I (hall add 
here fome Rules which may help to juftitie their Tranflation, and to 
give the Hebrew Text a greater extent than the Grammarians 
dually do. 

One of the beft Rules to juftifie the Septuagint by is, To have a 
perfect knowledge of the nature of the Letters call'd Ew, that is to 
(ay, Altpb^Vau^znd Jod : Thefe Letters heretofore ferv'd initeadof 
Vowels in the Hebrew, as well as in the Chaldean, Arabick, and Sy- 
rian Tongues » Points being afterwards.added to the Hebrew Text, 
to ferve inftead of thefe ancient Vowels, caus'd a great deal of confu- 
fion, becaufe fome of thefe ancient Letters Evi have been left out, 
without confi4ering whether they were part of the words, or barely 
Vowels. 

For Example, The Ahpb the modern Grammarians confefs to be 
fuperfluous in fome words, which they call Epentbeftm. Thus in the 
Hof.i.14* Chap. i. of the Prophet Ho/erf, Verfe 14. we read Kamwith a fuper- 
fluous Aleth. But as this is not always evident, we do not fufRciently 
confider the places where this happens » which caufes us to tranflate 
the Hebrew as it is writ,without taking notice that the Hebrew Text 

has 
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. 1 n u . an A weoueht chiefly to afcribe to this uncertainty, 

has been alter Tranflation and the modern 

dme^eK all th fame in this place. On the contrary, >f^£' 
r « Verfe 1 1 where we read Bagad, as if it was one word, the M*f- 

3SHESS333SS8M 

Wh mZn^p'T^ V«fc 6. *>,ar with an AUfh b« D„.,. * 

£T"7f V« a ff / where w^ "cVd in he prefent Hebrew, >«« 
fupe fluom Jed, which they ea<l r ^ffPV%^^. ^ howem 



Book II. ( 56 ) Chat. VIII. 

d£sn Paraphrafes, where the Letters Van and Jod were heretofore in- 
ftead of Vowels, as well as in the Hebrew Text. When thefc Para- 
phrafes were read without Points, there were many Vans and Jods 
put in, fome of which remain'd after the invention of Points. Bux- 
#w/ took away a great many, which yet are in the Edition of Venice. 
I have read fome Manufcript Copies of the Chaldaan Paraphrafe of 
Onkglos , where there were more of thefe Letters inftead of Vowels, 
£nxtorf. than in theEditionof B^corrected by Bnxtorf. It is the fame with 
the Hebrew Copies of the Bible » and if we had fome very ancient 
Manufcripts, we fhould without doubt find many of thefe Jods and 
Vans, which the Jews have cut off lince the invention of Points. We 
cannot prove this Alteration better, than by what we have related in 
the firit Book of this Work, in fpeaking of the Manufcripts we had 
feen. 

To proceed, What we have obferv'd of 'he Letter Jod, has been 
the caufe of great difference in Tranflation, as well in the Genders 
and Numbers, as in the Perfons, and feveral other things. For ex- 
Ezek.itf. am P le » m Chap.itf.Ese^. Verfe ip. we read Natatti,whkh fignifies, I 
J$ , ' kjve given, or I have put » but the Points which the Majforet has ad- 
ded to the Text as well as the fence, plainly (hows this Jod to be fu- 
perfluous, and that it is inftead of a Scbevaox little E in the Hebrew, 
and confequently it ought to be tranflated, Tboubaji given, or put, for 
all what is writ in the Text. Which however is not fo clear in many 
. Una © P Iaces as »"the fecond Book of Kings, Chap. 9. Verfe 32. where we 
ja. ' read in the prefent Text, Mi iiti, Quit mecum 1 The Septuagint have 
read without a JW, Mi att, and put other Points > wherctorc they 
have tranflated, -nt « «/» %»* et m ? 
To this Rule we may refer the different ways of the Interpreters 
Pfal.no.i. tranflatingVerfe 4. Tfal.no. The Septuagint have tranflated it, 
Grotw. Thou art a Prieft after the order of Mdchifedecfa but Grotius affirms, 
that according to the prefent Hebrew Text, inftead of thefe words, 
Secundum ordinem Melcbifedeck^ we ought to tranflate, Secundum con- 
fiitutionem meant 6 rex mi jufie. In which he is miftaken as well as fome 
other modern lnterpreters,who have not ferioufly confider'd the Rules 
we have juft now (poke of. There is nothing better than the Septua- 
gint Tranflation of this place, and it is approv'd of by the molt lear- 
ned Rabbins, who have not rcfus'd to follow exadtly the Letter of the 
Maffbret Text. It is true that in the Hebrew it is, Viverati, which 
Jfignifies, Conflitutio mea > but Grotius ought to have obferv'd, that the 
jod in the end of the word which flgnities mea, is often fuperrluous. 
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I pafs by many Examples of this nature, for fear of being tedi- : , 

° l The Rules which we have given concerning the Alepb and the Jod, 
hold alfo good in the Letter Van, which was one of the ancient Vow- 
els in the Hebrew Tongue. The Tranflatcrs of the Scripture are of- 
ten at variance, becaufe they underfland not when this Letter. IS 
eflential t<> the word, or when barely a Vowel. Thus hi Chap, Ezek.7.11 
EzeL Verfe 11. where the Vulgar has it tranflated, Requtcs tn W, the 
Septuagint, or rather fheodotion have tranflated , Pulcbritftdo m eit, 
and fome modern Interpreters tranflate, Lamcntum in tis. All this 
variety of Interpretation proceeds from the Tranflators not rightly 
underftanding, whether the Hebrew word Noba is to be read with a 
Van, as an eflential Letter, or with the Vowel 0 without this Van. 
Ibeodotion read a Van in his Hebrew Copy, and although there is none 
at prefent, the Rabbins, Juda and Jona, agree not with Tbeodotton * ^ ^ 
in this point. Aben Mclecb has obferv'd in his Grammatical Com- j 9UtAbM 
mentary upon this place, that thefe two Rabbins make this Noun tp Mtltcb in 
come from Nuba, which lignihes An Habitation. ButK.P.«,^. 
who has follow'd more exactly the Majforet, makes it come from Na- 
ba, which is the rcafon why feveral modern Interpreters have tran- 
flated it, Lamentum. As fotlkodotion, who has tranflated, Pulchri- 
tudo, and not Habit ami urn, the reafonis, becaufe the Hebrew word 
ligniHes both one and the other, becaufe the two Roots, Nova with 
a Van, and Naa with an Alepb, are often taken one for another. We 
ought however to obferve, that St. Jcrom who has tranflated Rtqutes, Hwtru 
has read the Hebrew word with a Hetb inflcad of a He, which is in 
the prefent Hebrew Text. , 

We are to obferve, that we have quoted in this place the beptua- 
fcint Tranflation, as it is cited by St. Jcrom in his Commentary upon 
this Prophet, and not as it is in the Greek Copy of the Vatican, where 
there arc fome things left out,if we compare it with thiHebrcw 1 ext. 
Wherefore I us'd before thefe terms, the (Septuagint or rather 
Jbeodotion, to (how, that the Latin or ancient vulgar Tranflation, 
which St. Jcrom has inferted in his Commentaries upon the I ropnets, 
is not the pure and true Edition of the Septuagint i l.nce St. icrcnt, 
who has quoted it under the name of the Septuagint, lias obiervd, 
that the palTage here in queflion is difficult, and that the SLptuagmt 
differs from the Hebrew, to which fomcthing taken horn the Ibeodo- 
tion Tranflation has been added, tofupply the defett and to com- 
plcat the fence, which feems to be imperfect in the Septuagmt. ; 
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i j * 'Vt initt Hebraicum & Septuaginta multum dtfcrepans,qm* 
ni( m Loots J,fficil»,& iftr Xddita funU ut aliquant habere confe- 

Com.in ^P^i 71 ^^^^^ wholly to be guided 
*th auentiam vtdmnw. Whe eforc we ougrit n / •> 

ly the ancient Vulgar Edition wh.ch b £r * ^ f ^ ^ 
Commentaries upon the Prophets, and lomcointi r 
ture if we will reftore the true and hrft beptuagint irannauon, 

time i and perhaps « w0 ^ d J^^\& c ient Copies of theSqw 
tcK>kfomuchlibetpin irfoimingol he»^ F Additions * it 
agint, oratleaftthat they had not ™« l » d %Hi ts in theM „. 
would have been more P"r« Wo much prepoflefs'd with 

gin. To conclude, ^"^J°J*J3bk in all points before 
theAnt.qu.tycf «h» Tnnfl» wo, as to me F ^ 

the ncwTranflattons. That we "JJ^Bj wf lmy 

ought to follow the Rules 1 have Deiorc_ i , T 

fee, 'hatweoughtnotwhoUy £SJ a ^ ^ 

not upon Authors, who have noti leno urn s nott heSc- 

g£ Wh.W-nSn-l in the feries 
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CHAP, IX. 

Of other Greek. Tranjlations of the Bible , which we have 
only fome fragments of, and chiefly of that which the 
Samaritans aft* 

IT is certain, that there were heretofore feveral Greek Tranflations 
of the Bible, which we have only fomc fragments of. Origin took 
the pains of collecting of them all, or at leaft all he could find, and 
putting of them in his Hcxaplaflis* except the Greek Tranflation of 
the Pentateuch, made by the Samaritans for their particular ufe. We 
have already obferv'd. and fpoke of this Tranflation, which the Fa- 
thers often mention. Vojftuf> who in this is particular, has affirm d, vofr 
that there never was any entire Greek Tranflation of the Pentateuch, 
which could be calPd a Greek Samaritan Tranflation : He believes, 
that all the Citations of the Fathers, under the title of the Greek 
SamaritanCopy, were taken from the Hexaplajfes of Origen, who had 
according to him the various Samaritan Readings and Interpretations 
in the margin of his Hexaplajfes* But betides that Vopw brings no 
proof for fo extraordinary an opinion, there is no body who reads 
the piflages of the Fathers, where they mention the Samaritan Rea- 
dings, but will conclude, that there really was a Greek Tranflation 
of the Pentateuchfbt the Samaritans pa rt » cular ufe ' Be » des > ™c words 
of Eufebius, which Vofftus relyes upon to confirm his opinion, have 
dear another fence than what Vofftut takes them to have. 

I deny not but Origen made Scholia's in the margin or his 
platfes , but we ought not for all that to infer, that what the Fathers 
We faid concerning the Samaritan Copy,was taken from his Schohas, 
and not from a true Greek Tranflation us'd by the Samaritans, who 
were fcatter'd up and down in all the Provinces where Greek was 
fpoke. As then the Greek Tongue was us'd in moft of the places 
where the Samaritans dwelt, it is probable that they made for their 
own particular ufe a Tranflation of the Pentateuch, into the Tongue 
they then fpoke in their Synagogues i imitating in this the H«c 
Jem, who then us'd the Greek Septuagint Tranflation. Mafm r has m - ff| 
obferv'd, that Symmachus , who had been of the Samaritan bi.ct, jfasymm. 
' J Ha mac * e 
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made a new Tranflation of the Bible into Greek, by rcafon of the 
hatred he had for thofe of his Se&, after he had turn'd Ebtmitc. He 
moreover adds) That the Samaritans who fpoke Greek, us'd in that 
time the Septuagint Tranllation > but it is more probable that they 
made a new Greek Tranflation of the Pentateuch, from the Samaritan 
Hebrew Text, imitating in this the Hellenift Jews, who had made a 
Greek Tranflation of the fame Pentateuch, from the Hebrew Jerviflj 
TVxti This is the Samaritan Tranflation fo often quoted by the Fa- 
thers, which Eufebius mentions in the beginning of his Chronicle, 
where he reckons according to the Samaritan Hebrew Copy the yearn 
Fa. Morln the full Patriarchs lived. Father Morin feems not to have feriouily 
in Excrcit. enough conjider'd this matter, when he fays, that the Fathers were 
Pent. S&' Authors of this Greek Samarit m Tranflation > they only made ufe of 
mint. t|)i5 3' s of all others, which they are no more the Authors of> than of 
this. Eelidcs, he who made this collection of Scholia's , which is 
joyn'd with the Greek Edition of Francfort, hus very ill confounded 
this Greek Samaritan Tranflation, with the Targum or Cbaldttan Pa- 
raphrafe of Jerufalem. 

The little which remains of this Greek Samiritan Tranflation, will 
not fufler us to fpeak much hereon : W e may however judge by what 
we have, that it was according to the Letter, although the Author 
docs not always endeavour to tranflate the words of his Text, accor- 
ding to the utmoft rigor of the Letter » which wc ought to take no- 
tice of> for fear of multiplying of the various Readings of the Hebrew 
Text, as fome have done by relying upon this Tranflation. Some- 
times the Greek Tranflation of ths Samaritans happens to agree with 
the Samaritan Tranflation, more than with the Samaritan Hebrew 
Text i which would make one believe it was made from this Samari- 
tan Tranflation » but as thefe twoTranflations agree not in many pla- 
ces, we cannot affirm that one was made from the other, but only 
that fometimes the fence is the fame in both. As they both were 
rracje by Samaritan Authors from the fame Text, it is not ftrange that 
the fence of the Text is fometimes exprefs'd after the fame manner. 
Gcn.4p.23 "^us * n Ghap. 4p» Gen, Verfe 23. where we read in the Vulgar, 
Habentes Jacula, as it is in both the Jewijh and Samaritan Hebrew, ajs 
alfo iii the Septuagint, the Greek Tranflation of the Samaritans has 
it, Kcvrcao/ juseJefoe, and this agrees with the Samaritan Tranflation, 
Ou^/m. where it is according to the fame fence, Authors of Vivifion i Onkflos 
has alfo thus tranflated it in his Paraphrafe. This Tranflation how- 
ever feems to be far from the Grammatical fence, whereas the Septu- 

a gun's, 
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?gint'!, K which tnoft of tne Rabbins follow , is better , and more 

QX ^\r r* o a nf the fame Chapter, where both the Jt»fr and Gen.4^4 
c ufually tranflated Inforu 

Samaritan ncorew » , Q t • t t u e Authors ot 

put into .heir Tranflation, ac- Sen* .* 

C ?S b X Aufcof hcGreek S««ri« Tranflation has «, 
1 rll w ence iianv have infti'd, thA in that time they read 
K fr* 1,^ the hS V'l&Tcxt. However we ought not in 
othcrwilc in tnc ritorcw , m mUn Tranflator 

Copy! as we at piefent do, ha S tranflated after this manner m to 
AtMan Paraph'afe. fc Vu , 0mt gCT „, Exod.8.a> 

toor tomfo l»»^^ h Jjtf feme remain- 

The feeond Greek Tranflation whicl je tiave on y i 

ders of, is that of A <mU, who W m f an dSne'd 
This Interpreter ^^M^JS HcorcwTongui he 
ifi,, and applying himfelf to ri * ««^™ f , he who l e Scripture, 
undertook the making of a new l«'"' a " cn l , , thcn m adc ofe 

efagiiulithe?™-/. But nott «» b""=" d according to the 
regards ,ev,ew d ,t and made a tond^mor^ ^ 

Letter than the hrlt. wm.ri.iuit What we have of it fuf- 

flation of the fame place dtfTerenjly -quo ted. What w 
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ZplpUn, to underftand it » for this reafon S e Epipbanim contemn'd it, and 
St. Jew*, look'd upon it as an unprofitable work. S r Jerom however commends 
Aqmla in fome places for an exadt and faithful Interpreter » but in 
other places he lays him wholly afide, and calls him ridiculous and im- 
pertinent, becaufe he was not fatisfi'd with tranflating of the words> 
but befides that he gives the Etymology or propriety of them. What 
madeS* Jerom fpeakfo varioufly of ^w/j's Tranflation was, that 
rinding himfelf blam'd for not exactly tranflating of the holy Scri- 
pture, he anfwers, that this way of literally tranflating, and accor- 
ding to the ftri&nefs of Grammar , ought to be laid alide, and he 
gives for example the Tranflation of Aqmla, whom he condemns tor 
too much cxadtnefs. 

The fameS* jrVra»on the other fide, when the true and proper 
fignirication of the Hebrew words is queftion'd, commends this Tran- 
ilation as the moft excellent, and praifes the Author for an exa& and 
Origin in faithful Interpreter. Origen fpeakingof Aquila's Tranflation affirms, 
Ep. ad that the Jews preferr'd it before all others > and for this reafon they 
Ajric. commonly made ufe of it in their Difputes againft the Cbriftiant. The 
Chilians on the other fide for the fame reafons cry'd it down, and 
were in a manner oblig'd to look upon it as a falfe Tranflation, made 
by one of the greateft Enemies of the Church. It was impoflible for 
the Fathers to judge aright, becaufe they not underftanding the He- 
brew Tongue, could not compare it with the original Hebrew. They 
had however reafon to miftruft this Tranflation, and to believe that 
Aquila % who had fo vigoroufly declar'd himfelf againft the Church, 
had favour'd as much as he could, the opinions of the Jews, efpeci- 
ally where the Hebrew words might be differently interpreted. We 
ought however to do him this juftice, that he meddled not with the 
Hebrew Text, which no one doubted of. When the Fathers accufe 
the Jem who us'd the Tranflation of Aqu/la, of corrupting the Scri- 
ptures, it is to be underftood of falfe interpreting of the Scripture, 
but not of corrupting the Text it felf» which they meddled not with. 
To conclude The Fathers who condemn'd this Tranflation, have 
fometimes made ufe of it » and St. Epipbanim, who look'd upon it 
as a barbarous and impertinent Work, makes ufe of it in one place 
very aptly to oppofe the Septuagint, which there feem'd to fjvour 
the Arian Herelie. Befides, if we had at prefent both Aquila's Tran- 
flations, they would help us both in the underftanding Af the He- 
brew Tongue, and in the clearing of the Hebrew Text. They were 
profitable to St. Jerom, in that he us'd them for a Dictionary) to un- 
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flared evcrv word of h s Text according to the Letter, and wun men mmf> 
Sefs tha it made his Tranflation altogether barbarous. I 
thSht it' won d noTbe wholly in vain to take notice of the places, 
wher? J uTla nd fome other ancient Creek Interpreters feem to have 
Sd?hfKL otherwife than we at prefent do. ^^9^" 
S h vhS rScriticifm obferv'd moft of them, h^ fuffic.ently 
ckar'd this point ; and befides we may bW-^^ $ 

Sf, thfEmoaoul Sterns, and that he made it by reafon of the ha- 
rmed he ^X sam'Z™'- He did not fas A^h :did) tranllatc 
5d for word from the original Hebrew > but 
he ftudied -He fence U,e ^P^^^Mhto 
S^S^TOwtSLi done before him, a new 
B ^^X«3«-- thefourthGreekTrannation, a.- 

'Z£T<"«r^ U^. He endeavour* Jo tr^ate 
The Scripture aaording to the fence, rather than according to the 
^TtheText wherein he differs much from Jyul*, and comes 
ThA?&«»S7S cnd«»oart to imitate. For this rea- 
ffif (MM 5 " thTs Tranflation before all others, and thought he 
™H out of the ■ffovbiion, for to add to the Septuagint. Sc. 
ought to taKe out ot tnc , ( tranflatC() by 



Book II. ( 64) CH a p. IX. 

rcto't. Ifcqdotioti has, translated > ««;pW> hflammavh : Wljich 
agrees with the Expofition of feveral Rabbins upon this place, who 
affirm, that Cain percciv'd that his Sacrifice was not agreeable to 
<3pd, becaufeit was not burnt. And .thus Ihtodoiion inftead of tran- 
flating, ttetGodreftetiefiAbd and accepted of l/rt Sacrifice, hastranfla- 
t$d as he thought, was- beft, that God burnt tbk Sacrifice, But this 
mwmi of tranjjating of the Scripture is liable to Errors, becaufe wc 
may miftake, in deviating too fat from the literal fence, and putting 
in of another fence which we imagine to be better. 

Laftly, There are two other GrceK Tranflations which Origen 
places in two Columns in his Hexaphjfes, whofe Authors we arc ig- 
norant of, It is however hardly probable they were made by Cathe- 
who at that time acknowledge no other Scripture but the 
Greek Septuagint. Befides, there were none but Jews, or thofe 
who were almoft fo, who appli'd themfelvesto the making of n^w 
Greek Tranflations, thereby to leflen the Authority of that which 
was receiv'd throughout the whole Church. The Fathers however 
have confuted all thofe Tranflations, upon the difficulties thty have 
met with in the Scripture, and if we had them at prefent, they might 
be very ufeful to us, although the Authors of them were either Jms 
or dpiflatef. 
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CHAP. X. 

Whether there have been other Greek Tranflations of the 
Bible than what has been already obfervd; and whether 
there have been feveral Tranflations under the name of 
the Septuagint. Whether Origen, Pamphilus, Eulebms, 
Luciati, H€fychius,W Apollinaris, have made new Tran- 
flations of the Bible. Several Reflexions upon ffc Hexa- 
plaffeso/ Origen. 

B Elides the different Greek Tranflations of the Bible we have 
fpoke of in the preceding Chapters, there are Tome Authors af- 
firm, that the Greek Septuagint f ranflation m te HfufW* 
Origen was not that which was then call'd ^^»*W>& 
mot St. Jerom indeed feems to have d ftingmQVd thefe two Greek 
Tranflations in feveral places of lusWorks,andefpecially in 'hisEpiftlc 
to Junta and FreteVa : But if weferioufly read thisEpiftle, wefhall 
find that all the difference betwixt thefe two Tranflations was, that 
Origen had corrected as well as he could the common Edition the 
Septuagint i and as he put in his Hexaplaffes Ae&P^f«K 
fladoni he had correal* it, people began t6 ^n^beCiH^ 
two Editions of the Septuagint. The ancient one kept the name of 
biri, ox Common, which diftinguiOYd it from that which was in ithe 
Hexaplaffis oi Origen, which St. Jerom often calls the pure and true 
SeptuUit Tranflation, becaufe Origen corrected many Errors of he 
Greek Copies,which before him were commonly us d in the Churc^. 
There was then no more difference betwixt thefe two Greek Sep ua- 
gint Tranflations, than there is betwixt the Edition of the Vulgar 
Lin one before itscorrefcion, and the fame Vulgar fince its corre- 
. dion, by the Popes Sixtus the V. and Clement the VII. unlels per- 
haps Origen may have took too much liberty in his corre<3ion. 

W" then was not the Author of any new GreekTranflation,but 0 n V n. 
only publiuYd a more correct Edition,which he mferted m his Hexa- 
plafres i and as afterwards Tampbilmz^ Eufebm writ out this fame p M mb. 
Edition, which was in the ttiupU and Hcxaplts of Ongen, it was E*fii. 
1 * j alio 



BOOK I !• ^ Vufebtw* Some Authors have 

alfocall'd theE d Uionof ^ addinft Uttle 

thought that O^J P ub f h d £e Lntion'd infpeaking 

Star5 & a nd other Marks, »^^^ dec6iv >d, becauie 
of the Hexapltt oi :Ong»s w ^ t l ^ wh o had not timetoconfult 
inferred it in his ftxaplfes, that tnoic with- the Se- 

*H the the* Bditjnj Wta ^ * W of all th efe Edi- 

ItofrXmto** ^t^l Slv in the margin ot his 
lions. SeCdes, Or«« ^Si thc Septuagint, which was in 
fJrmMfr, tofexve for iflutotionot tnc ocp & > ^ 

£iddlc with "Bttafc^^r,,; and oU Edition 
Scholb\ one faw the drff^nce ^t t. ^ ^ 

forte had put in the margh *J wi th a Bar a top, which 

,eform'd, and 
{ignites Septuagint. The Edit ons ot* ^ after fhe 

jlodotion, were alfo mark d m the ma^gm o T/ , 

fame manner, ^^^^^^f^^Lmmf^ &> 
faTMttah iM^-W^X^/ofOrte*, becaufefe- 

ve/al Authors who have tw m, a& ^ ^ and 

>n4 ufc Befides that the two pr. nap in tWs new Edition of 
fttk we have ^ already ^J^ dOrigen was difpos'd 

the Septuagint ^^S^T^T^^^^wn i and 
which wasTnferted in the HwgJ^£ imagini ng how it could 
this few perfons have clearly u ^«f%^ nflat U of Aquilafym- 
be, thatfnone and the ^^fe^ ESbuIbM both it length, 
mach»s,Thcodotm and the others,! ou rf tk ^ 

«D* in Absent, and how ^ "gj^ the famc Work with 
Which wascallM, Common, could J* W thfi diffcrcnt 

the new Edition of Or fit. Hoover, u w ^ 
Notes we have already fooke the b.gns a ^ 

Lein themardn of the f ^ Xftand, by (crioufly 
thefe things. Which we W «« ea omeother Fathers, who 

,eading of f^'^ o? the He*^j? of Or^. 

have treated ot theorder or a 1 pro hi , . f ou fcful for particular 

this M Work of ^^'^/^^^.n t he Eatonphuf- 
perfons, that in a little time it was known , in an 
S%ndthe Arte tranllated it ^^gSg Mlof 

this Copy was much fought ; J^^X y the Name of thefe two 
ancient Greek Copies of the Eible, omaer mw ^ m 
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ereatmen which the Greek Tranfcribers commonly put i before their 
iSgWehcmthegreaterAuthority. We may befides obferve^ 
fhTt tl ofe whofucceeded*^, were not contented with 1 the Scfo- 
S he had put inthemargin of his HwfW *»hey added others 
of the fame nature, which they thought were ufeful for the clearing 
of the Bible Text. Nevertheless in all the fearchl have made I have 
™ found that Orteen put the various Readings of the tiammtan 

is not true that the word Pipi, which Ongen had alfo mark d in the P 
marain of his Hexaplajfes, in all the places where the Noun Jchwa 
whS is the Noun Subltantive of God> was writ, was took from, the 
tZ m Characters, as P,M and fome other Autta have &nci d, PcjUU 
If we but never fo little coniider this word Jabova, how U s w«t in 

Ac^ H^^ we (hall be ^f^^SlSS& 
themarainof his Copy the word Jehwa, tn fuch Hebrt^Charaaers 
as aS the prefent Hebrew Copies. But the Greek Trarifcnber,, 
wtou^U notthcHebrew Tongue, ^^5^? «Jg 
font" Letters which the word Teftww is compos dof in Hebrdv^ , wmcn 

U^S&i Hke in ^ C ^^^i& 

allvCall'd,X^w uneiaUs, if we write them frotn thd lett to mvm 
as the Gr^do, and not from the right to d* left as the He&rwx 

J °The Emperour plainly fpeaks of this new f^tion of 

this Subiec^, where he recommends to him the care Ot ICelng tne 
^kfof the S«ip ure writ by able Tranfcribers upon ^ood farch- 
mfnt for the ufe and profit of the Church. I doubt not But Eufebt- 
ruphefdbythe^ 

of^h^e Bible corrected by Otigm throughout the Mihole Emp re. In 
1 time of S^S and St. thpfim T there were hardly any o her 
C^pieTof^ the Sure made Sd but thofe corrected by Onem* 
S^nU trahrtated into Latin, Syriack, and omer 

T °To U underftand more throughly this new Edition rf<^wlg 
was alfo call'd E«/eW«/*s and Tampbilnt\ we are to obferve, that 
3£ blan?d TSt for havingbeenthe firft whodurft alter the 
ScXZe received by the Church i and he affirms, that Ongen had 
^ffiin^ hb own in his H e x^/#/, whereas St. Jam had 
Lad e^Sufci. 6f STow- trandatinl from the Hebrew text i but 
befides that it would be eafie to prove, th«0r;*e« had changd Ifo^e 

X 2 
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w ordsof the ancient Greek Edition of the Septuagint, to make it 
agree better with the original Hebrew, this imputation of Ruffim is 
very ridiculous* The Qjeftion is, concerning the Septuagint tran- 
flated into Latin, which the Weftern Church madeufeof, to which 
St. Jerom added, following the example of Origen^ what he thought 
was wanting in the Septuagint, and tranllated thefe Additions imme- 
diately from the Hebrew, which he alfo mark'd with a Star, as Ori- 
gin had done. AH the difference betwixt St. Jerom and Origen herein 
was, that St. Jerom, who underftood Hebrew much better than Ori- 
. gen, tranflatca the Hebrew into Latin himfelf, whereas Origen us'd 
only the theodotion Tranflation, whence he took what he inferred in 
his new Edition of the Septuagint. Rttffinus then had no reafonto 
call St. Jtrm an Innovator, who had fcandaliz'd the Church with 
his Novelties, fince Origen? who he fo zealoufly defends, had done 
the fame thing long before St. Jerom. 

We need not flay any longer to examine the new Editions of the 
Septuagint made by Ltteian and Hefych'utt, fince feveral Criticks have 
very well already treated upon this Subject. Some Authors will have 
them to have made a new Tranflation > but St. Jerom affirms in fe- 
veral places of his Works, that they only corrected the ancient Greek 
'4«f.Ub.i$ Septuagint, which wasfull of faults. St.if«g«/r«ieis ofthefame opi- 
? | C a n * on » concern i n g all thefe new Editions of this Greek Septuagint > 
Idem Ub.8 *° r ne an Hrms, tnat 110 dutft correct it by the original Hebrew, 
de Civic! even in thofe places where it feem'd to contradict it felf. He acknow- 
Del, &4g. ledges however, that fome Interpreters have thought that the Greek 
Copies of the Septuagint ought to be corrected by the Hebrew Text, 
altho' no one ever thought of taking out of the Septuagint what was 
not in the Hebrew Text. I dare however affirm, that the manner of 
Grigent, Hefycbint, and Lucians correcting of the Greek Septuagint, 
ftems to mow tnat they were not fatish'd withconfulttagof ancient 
Greek Copies of the Septuagint, but they confulted alfo the original 
Hebrew, and the Greek Tranilations made, from the Hebrew > fo 
that they feem to have taken too much liberty in their Criticifms. 
vtiiftn* St. Jerom fometimes calls the Edition of Ltteian the Vulgar, bccaufe v 
it was indeed but the Vulgar corrected,, and we may fo call all the 
other Editions we have juft now fpoke of. As if we fhould call the 
Vulfear of Akala y or Complute, the vulgar Edition, printed with fe- 
veial Corrections in the Bible of Complete > or we fhould call Ste- 
phens Vulgar, and the Vulgar of the Divines of houvain, the Editi- 
ons of the Vulgar corrected by thefe Authors. 

Laftly,, 
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B 1 ni K jJto*ku. whom St. Jerom affirms he had heard read h^«. 
„nn he IS 3P*E3L , went farther than any we have 
upon ™.^P™ h t bci ' (atufi'd with any one Tran- ^ fa 

V'.^Tll ? Bible made a new 8 one according to His own fan- 
nation * ^J^jL 1 "^ AJft out of each Tranflator , and 
cy , taking what he thougjtn c o ^ ^ . 

ff%°Jeri C7tll with this &ork , becaufe there wa, 
but St. J toun ° tranflation , and the Author follow'd ra- 
Z?t Tw? to than the propriety of the word, 

c TVx : 1 wherefore his Tranflation was approv'd of nei- 
ZrCHhans. The W found fault with it, 

fi»7wW 4t "c af a Work of a very unskilful 
pcrfon. 
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Tlx ancient Tranflathns of the Bible which have been usd 
by thTwe%Tn Church! The vulgar Tranflation , and 
who k the Author of it. 

tranflated from the J^}^^^^^£^J^^ 
this Tranflation. This hinder d not however tnote wna 

jog upon the Ty™2'>t?™xthXTk Collations of the 
table. 
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There was aljvayjs amongft.the L<*f/»x one! certain common or vul- 
'feirtx«iflati^r^ tw W* n ^& the many other* Uiat were made : 
Some callM it hala y others Vulgata, and Tome Vetus, or ancient, be- 
cause this Edition feem'd to be as old as the Latin Church, and the 
Author was not known. Every one agrees with what we have faid 
concerning* th» ancient vulgar Translation of the Weftern Church, 
v h •/ • whew fee we need flay no longer upon this Point. Nobiliuty who 
' endeayowr'd as much as pDflTfbte to rcftotf it, cWd i(5 to be printed 
at Home in' the year i 588. and Father Morfo, who caus'd it to be re- 
printed a* f am in the year i<588. joyn'd the Greek and Latin of the 
two Editions of Rome, But we cannot boaft of having this ancient 
Tranflation exact, as it was in the whole Weltern Church, before 
St. jcrom made h»6 new Tranflation of the Bible from the Hebrew 
Text, It was impoiTible for Nobiliuf to reftore it wholly, by the 
Commentaries and other Books of the ancient Latin Fathers, who 
have not always follow'd it exa&ly, taking the liberty to tranflate 
a«ew from the Septuagint the places they quoted, or to prefer other 
Latin Tranflations which they thought were better, before the Vul- 
gar. Thus we find nonexact uniformity 1u the>paflages of this anci- 
ent Latin Tranflation Quoted by the Fathers > and it is ufual for one 
Father to; quote the fame paifage differently in different places. And 
thus we caftriotaflirmy that the Latin Tranflation of the Septuaginf, 
<#&fuUy' eoIle#cdby Fkmhtius Nobiliutyhin all rtomfs the lame 
with the ancient vulgar Latin one, us!d\ throughout the* Whole We- 
ftern Church, before St. Jeronfs new Tranflation from the Hebrew. 
■ ia Weftrjaw faweyer ;by, wb« we at ; prefqnp have of if, fciVe a very 
good guef& of it, .and plainly fee> that the Author endcavour'd to 
frapilate word foe word from the Septuagint, and to imitate even 
its BaibajfifmSjfo that in many places it is fo unintelligible and barba- 
rous, that, we can hardly underftanditi befides the Interpreter not 
undcrftancjirig the Hebrew Tongue> to have recourfe to when he met 
j^th equivocal terms, has committed manyfaults which the Fathers 
could not remedy. St. Jcrow, ; who underftood Hebn w well enough, 
to'corrcci thefc faults, has not done the Septuagint juflice, when he 
blames them for having ill tranflated the Hebrew » for he fometimes 
•fonfounds' this Latin Tranflation with the Septuagint, making them 
the Authors of the Latin Tranflators faults. We may however ob- 
serve, that mother places he rights them again, by laying the faults 
upon the Latin TtanAator or Tranfcribers. 



This 
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" L .> . i • , ^s-tpjuirif, W hich was heretofore ttdM the Cora- 
T^isaneicnt Latin^dmwj, » W " 1C V ^ htoutj but that there were 

n^%^^.^^^SA difpers'd into feveral 

Countreys. As the Greek l " n !^ fctibcrs aUci . d in many places 
Septuagint Copies, fb th^^^^ y who un _ 

by confulting of the OreCK wneno: )( . 

correikd tnfny faoLs in this ^^"^KSso- 
fay, he Irft a great ly, which h could ^co« « « ^ 

fultingtteorigiral Hebrew ; h nude "'^wi, , hought t0 & 

GreekCopy in the f ,°L"K' d S ihhoughit h»d alfo 

m0K 23? bc«uftWw« S^rocotreafhen, all, and 

St. .firm, who woukigive the ^ Latin ^hurcn, w„ g 
Hex^had riven the Greek, P« b ^^ 

corrected, wicli Additions {f^^^iSSdSSir, to (how 
with a Star i and he alfo mferttd another .maj * > v 
what he thought wa S fupertos.n *^St£^«^ ^ 
theHebrew. 'Thefeare »tot*^™" h - , thc We _ 

ftctn Church made ufe of, till H gJ^ that t j mfi th is new 

Tranflation from the <^AjES£ * hSc ent Latin one, be- 
Tranflation began to be prefe n d fctfore ^^ ch of 
caufeit was more clear i and '^as nnce "aa 
the ancient one that there js .no ^"^J^fa^lly.M. 
Church, by -«om it,s calU the^ 
ceiv'd throughout the Weft^^ ; 
Septuagint ^^t^J^ffl^f Is thecal X^m^ 

on of St. Jfrw, cxccpcingionw hconfiderab e al- 

according to ^the ^^ffC"!;,!* who tavowr 
terations which have been introducd. ^^5^ tttA -fc^ 

the new ^flarions mad^rorn^ the arigi- 

W $ . It is tmd ir.is-iwt- w Kofly h s, and m m e^P 
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now commonly call'd the Vulgar* was made from the Hebrew, and 
there was none of the Ancients except St. Jerom could undertake this 
Work. Augu&ine ofEugubfa and Mariana , who have particularly 
treated upon this Matter, have prov*d St. Jerom to have been the 
Author or theTranflatlon, . which is at prefent read in thewhole We- 
ilern Church, under jtne najrae of the Vulgar To conclude, lam of 
bDinioh ? that it ismpre proper to examine that Tranflation it fclf, 
than too (nicely to enquire whether St. Jerom is folely the Author of 
the Vulgar exactly as it is at prefent. Let us then now fee whether 
S* Jerom did well in leaving the Septuagint and ancient Vulgar, to 
make a new Tranflation of his own. 

St. Jerom in one of his Epiftles acknowledges, that in his Tranfla- 
tion he jiasfollow'd rather the fence than the words, andhasftiun'd 
that afe&ation which he blames in the Tranflation of Aquila^ who 
exprefs'd even the Etymologies and propriety of the Hebrew words. 
AJthough this holy Doctor has conrin'd himfelf much more in his 
Tranflation pf the Bible, than in his other Tranflations, he follows, 
however the fame Rules in that of the Bible, as in his other Tranfla- 
tions, as plainly appears in an Epiftle^pf his to St. Angufline upon this 
Matter. He has obferv'd them even in the Periods, which when he 
has found to be too long and intricate, or that there were repetiti- 
ons, he has made no fcruple of abridging of them, and relating Am- 
ply the fence, without heeding the words in the Hebrew Text. Be- 
'Mts 3 ashe,ufually imploy'd feme Jenrijh Dodtors for the more eafie 
trahflating of the Scripture, as he himfelf affirms in his Prefaces to 
feveral Books of the Bible, he fometimes puts down the fence whicfr 
the Jew dilated to him, without keeping too fcrupuloufly to the 
words of the Text. Which is the reafon why the vulgar Tranflation 
agrees wit^i the moft learned Rabbins Commentaries in the mod diffi- 
cult places V an4, this is alfo the reafon of his deviating fometimes 
from .tjbe'Sej^tqagint. To which we may add, thalt the HebrewCo- 
f^ne'made ufebf, differ'd in many places from the Septuagint, and 
came nigher the prefent Hebrew Text. 

AsSt.Jerojn's Undertaking was a very bold one, -and as he was 
not fatjsffd with the making of a new Tranflation buf he often cor- 
re&ed, the faults of the Septuagint, to giyp the greater Authority to 
hjs new Tranflation, many oppos'dhim, and caTl'd him an Innova- 
te. $t. Augt$ine himfelf who efteemM' highly the Learning and 
Piety of St. Jerom, could not wholly approve of this new Tranflati- 
on, whichfeem'd to difturb the peace of the Church » and it went fo 
\, * high, 
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hifthi as St. Wfinding himfelf on all fides attacked upon this 
Snt, was fore'd. to foften hisAyle, and to make Apologies for 
tht authorizing of this Nowlty. 2b0iMrwnt more hereupon than 
anv other i and although we ought not.to believe hun m all things he 
fcvs aaainrt St. from, becaufe they were then at difference one with 
another s me Reafons however he alledges feem to be very com** 
cin*, if we examine them without prejudice. 

Rugim blam'dSt. Jerom rather for the Additions he had irtlertefl 
in the ancient Tranflation of the Church, which he had tianOatot 
from the Hebrew, than that by reafon of this new Tranflation he had 
fcandalii'd the whole Church, by endeavouring 
andpreferring what hehadleam'd ^*?~^**^fj" 
what the Church had received from the : Apoftles. Would St. Peter 

(fays the fame Ruffiw) who S^*te$^^ V l*^Z 
cheated it, by givhig it a falfc Scripture^ if he had kobwo that the 
^ApoAa of thetrueU? ^r^MuJ^ 
row quotes Origin for an Example, as if he onlyjmitated hi* in gi* 
ving q the Latin what he had given the Greek Church 
fwers, That Origen tranftate! not from the Hebrew and that there 
were only Jem or Apofiaus who durft undertake it. La ft y£e ihows, 
that Origen's defign ih his Hexaplafl, was dear different from Stw If 
rXwhom heVcufcs of having alterM the Script ™f™ 
theChurchy which no body had done before him: ^»«w*,Tavsne, 
alim auderet ab Apoftoto »adita 

cusfpiritus ? He afterwards blames mm for * 
pany with?,**, and being turned ^p?™^^^ « 
Books whit he had writ and appiovM of whdft he was a Ghri- 

' Thefe Exceptions of R^nm which feem'd to be^uft, condemn'd 
as well S« JeronCs new Tranflation from the Hebrew, as the new 
Edition he had made from theancient vulgar Latinonc, by changing* 
adding, and leaving out feveral things, as ^""Xtf^l 
blames him for.Ri#MK alfoaccus'd him of taking oi»t of the Scripture 
theHifloryof Sufanna, and the Song of the three Children in the fur* 
tiace, which was fung in Churches upon foleron days. , . 

All thefe Reafons and feveral others fuch like which may cauly be 
produced, were occafion'd only by the prejudice people had in thole 
Times for the Tranflation of the Septuagint, whom they look d upon 
as Prophets. But St. Jerom who ftudi'2 the Scriptures more carefully 
than the other Fathers who went before him, knew that thefe Inter- 

K P 1 ^* 
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KKSSS^ "he uLly calls, Hebraica 
to SftinRuiS it from all theTranflations which were on ly uncorreft 
Copies? It is true, he had done better if he had not deviated fo much 
fe2n he Seotuaiint i hisdef.gn was however praife-wortliy, and 
^^^Sh^Wiord fo well of it, as to prefer his new 
^KcX^ which was the only authentic* 

^£j!^S^^ That the Apoftles did not prefer the Se- 
rtKTwLtobefo the Hebrew Text, but that they made 
uToTme moft commonly received Scripture, and mort proper for 
uie or inc ™ l ' Tonaue was then us'd by moll Nations 

^5£^ teoW* it was fpokc in moft of the Sy- 
mZ.nl whereas there were but few Jem -who underftood He- 
L^There was therefore no neeeffity ot making . new Traoflui- 
onoffheffible, being there was one already autho.nU Joanfwet 
™X» lul Objections :St. jfer*. inftead of denying that he had been 
S rte with the >,/Doaors, ?»'^f.^7j^ 
*l the Scripture taj-J «-» -^h™ 

aWno about the figoification of many words i thenheadds, That 
XunaruhV of tfie Hebrew has caus'd many words to have been 
diStlvTteipreted, for as much as every one has treated as they 
JSS Wherefore St. to- is 
M( Sat Infallibilitv whichlome have givenhim, asil ui the making 

i53b *Z in fp ak ng of this opinion very well fays, »< A«b •» 
foraetifoes follows the Septuagint , fometunes A^tU, Symmacbu^ 
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and theodotim. All thefe Tranflations plac'd upon different Columns 

no being &d with what he could get from thefe Int«Fi^ 
conSted the Jmfr Dotes of his time, and generally follow d 

W ^ d Sdfa eta. different from that of a Prophet, unlefs we 
fay that the Jcvijh Dotes upon whom he wholly rdy'd, were Po- 
DheV We befides find, that in his Commentaries he very often 
doub tsof the truefignincationof the Hebrew words, and hat he Is 
S S udform throughout in his Tranflation. Wherefore 
not to fav, that the Council of treat has notdedard the Vulgar to 
b in?alhble by declaring of it ^ p *^»^ n 2g 
<Jr- frrom who was the Author, was no Prophet, and that he mignc 
t^A^^JLuii^^ Action according to 
CardS iSZuue, be autheWk, if it has not beer .defied y 
corrupted i but that exempts it not from faults : And the fameCar & 
dinaladds That the Tranflation of any A&isgood, when it is taitn- 
Sy tran^ 

that Ad > but this hinders not but there may be a better yet 

m The Fathers of the Council of W, according to .the fame Cat- 
din J I in authomine the vulgar Edition, have not wholly laid afide 
th other rZSSSm* much lefs the original Hebrew. Mmana, 

IKS* cots 

he Church ha alfo follow'd his example in its laft cort^n of the 
Bib£ Not but, fays this Jefuit fo ^^^^^^ 
Church have known thefe faults, but they thought fit to hide them, 
fednf there Tas^o thing in this Edition contrary to faith o, good 
manl "onfirms fhis opinion by the temmony of L^r 
and feveral other learned both French, Italian, and [ German .Divmes, 
who Sve not fcruplcd to correct the faults of the Vulgar. The Cri- 
deks then ma freely examine whether this vulgar Tranflation is ex- 
aa%r wheVer a better than St. Jerm's can be made from the He- 
• £tS In this they follow only his example who *^g*J*f 
Septuagiat, and the ancient vulgar one receiv'd by the whdr Ghu ch, 
to makea Aew one. The Septuagint however was i» 
Ji tlLt time than the Vulaar is at prefent. This Father had reaion 
SSCS^ «#« lutwholfy to rely upon theln.erpretejs 
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which had gone before him , becaufe they were not infallible, 
And therefore, as Tranflators, might err. Wherefore he thought 
it neceflary to confult the Originals i and as we have thofe 
fame Originals , we ought to value thofe who have confulted 
them, without prejudice either for the Septuagint, or any other 
Tranflation. St. jtrom has pretended to have had in this parti- 
cular the advantage of the Septuagint , in that |ie made his 
Tranflation fince the soming of our Saviour , and confequently 
he could the better clear thofe places which beforfc were diffi- 
cult and obfeurc. Laftly , He has made the Jews of his time, 
Judges of his new Tranflation, to anfwer thereby thofe who ac- 
cused him of introducing Novelties in the Church. But as we 
have all neceiTary Helps whereby to make a true judgment, let 
us particularly examine fome Chapters of this Tranflation , ac- 
cording to the ufual Rules of Criticifm. 



CHAP. X 1 1. 



Some Chaffers of the Vulgar examirid^ and comgafd with 
St. Jeronu Remark* in bis Hebrew gucftions upon 
Geneits. 

tiitm QT* jfowobfervc€,that in Chap. i. Gen. v.2. inftead of Ferebatur, 
Quxft. O the Hebrew word ilgnlrtes Inottbabat, which agrees with the Re- 
Hcb.inGtn. marks of fome Rabbins upon this place, St. Jerom however, in his 
i. a. new Tranflation makes ufeof the word Ferebahtr, which was in the 
ancient Vulgar. I believe the Hebrew word is better translated by Fe- 
rebatttr than Ineubabat, becaufe this lad agrees better with theSyriack 
than Hebrew. 

0en.i. 8. Jn Verfe 8. Chap. i. Gen. neither the Vulgar nor Hebrew have 
thefe words of the Septuagint, Vidfc 7>eus tptod ejfet bonum. It is pro- 
vable that theGteekj have added them in theirTranftation,bccaufe they 
&w *heywere in the difceurfe ©f the other days Creation » and this 
has madettany-Aothorsi>eIieve,that fheHebrew and cortfequeutly the 
Vulgar which was made from the Hebrew* was in this place faulty. 
But they have not obftrv'd, that this Claufe is a little after in Verfe 
io. and that it anfwers to the fecond days Creation. Wherefore it 
h uwieceflarily repeated in the Septuagint, I'n 
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B TnChao 2 Verfe 2. Gen. where we read in the Sebtuagint Z)« C5ct,.a. 
r \ iVu'in the Vulgar agreeable to the Hebrew Text, Ttefiptm. 
fixta, it is in th ^ r ^ interpretation, and preferred 

P 7 Veffel ISnSS^^^ * is in the Vulgar, Plant* Gea, t 

ftl ? t -r where we read in the Vulgar according to the He- 

In Chap. 3 vLw in his Hebrew Quettions has trauflated, 
f* tmm } St. ^ r ^ s ^^|^C6pies of the Vulgar, and he 
teret, as it is alio in lome ivianuicrip.i • a r erva ui,. But St. 

obfervcsthattfceSe^ 

fatoCoShtW- we ought to .p^crth.5 faft 

Reading before the other in out Vulgar. ^ 
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Sen ?- 17- In Vc 'fc J 7' °^ ^ amc Chapter, % Jerom has kept in his new 
Tranflation the ancient vulgar Interpretation, In open tm, whereas 
lie ought according to the prefent Hebrcw,which was the fame in his 
time, to have tranflated, Propter te. St. Jer^n alfo affirms, that by 
fhefe words) In operetuo, we are to underlland 5/;/, and not Labour, 
.and he farther affirms this to be the fence of the Septuagint > but he 
Teems not to come nigh the true Explanation of the Text. Ibcodotim 
has alfo follow'd this laft Tranflation > and we are to obferve, that 
St. Jerom hasfometimes follow'd this Interpreter, without having 
throughly examin'd him > and this iscnereafon why the Vulgar of- 
ten agrees with Tbeodoiion's Tranflation. Aquila has in this place 
tranflated, Propter re, according to the prefent Hebrew Text, and I 
am of opinion that this laft Tranflation is to be preferred before all 
others. 

Gen.4. 7. Vcrfe 7. Chap. 4. is very differently tranflated in the Vulgar and 
Septuagint. But I have already in examining the Septuagint Tranfla- 
tion, given theReafons of this difference, which ought chiefly to be 
afcrib'd to the variety of the Hebrew Copies. St. Jerom has obferv'd, 
that the Septuagint have tranflated this place otherwifc than it was 
in his Hebrew Copy, then he gives us his Tranflation, which bears 
the fame fence as the prefent Vulgar, although the words may differ. 
We ought not to expedt to find the fame words exactly in the Ob- 
fervations of St. Jerom, as in the prefent Vulgar. It is enough if the 
fence be the fame » and befides, there are Reafons why St. Jeromes 
Obfervations, both in his Queftions upon Genefxs, and in his Com- 
mentaries upon the reft of the Scripture, agree not always with the 
Vulgar, although he writ that too. 
Cen.4, 8. In Verfe 8. in the ancient Vulgar thefe words are, Eerediamur 
forat, which St* Jerom has obferv'd are not in the Hebrew Text, and 
he fays they are luperfluous, although they are in the Samaritan He- 
brew Copy.. However he has them in his Tranflation, for fear of 
deviating too much from the ancient Vulgar, or rather they have 
been kept in without his knowledge, for as much as there are in the 
prefent Vulgar many things of the Ancient, which have not been 
thought fit to be alter'd » wherefore we fee in Tome places twoTran- 
flations rnix'il together. 
Gen 4* 1 5* * nV ^ e 16 ' Cna P» 4* where the Vulgar has, Habit avit profugus 
* 4 ' * in terra, the Septuagint have tranflated, Habhavit in terra Naid. But 
St. Jirom in his Notes confirms the Vulgar, and difallows ot the Se- 
ptuagint Tranflation. I am indeed of opinion there is no neceflity of 

ma- 
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m *uinonf a. new Land call'd Naid, becaufeof this place of theSe- 
$X rttarf Tttae ismcmionmad. in ItftaA Diaion»„, 
rtf fhpferjlaces tranflated by St. Yerow into Latin. 

rf ^hF£fe where* we'read in the Vulgar, Ijte ccqh ' nVK *n Jen! * v * 
mmen Vomini, St. Jerom obferves, that according to the rlebrew we 
ouaht to tranflate, 7««c initiumfitit invocandi nomen Vom,m,znd this 
a«ees with the prefent Hebrew { but part of the ancient Vulgar is yet 
kf ot in in the Vulgar at F^nt, which has only corrected what 
feeKobefLign tothe Yence. Weought not then to thinkthat 
he prefent Vulga? agrees wholly with the Hebrew Text of St. Je- 
rome, wh^ 

from the Hebrew. But in his Hebrew Queftions M 
more exadt becaufe his defign in this Work is to agree with the He- 
brev! ;SpfcW» fcl^ the Jmifh Doctors Interpretations as 

^S^Gm. the Vulgar agrees in its Chronology with St. > Gen. 5 , 
r JWrvations, who folk>w>§ the Hebrew of h.s time, and not 
he Septuagint, which St. Jerom fays is in this place rn^aken, and 
he affirms that it ouaht to be corrected by the Hebrew Text. 

In Cha^ Verff 3 . where we read in the Vulgar, Nonpemane- G en.5.,. 
bitmm me^ St. 7«L*obferves that we ought to tranflate accor- 
tlZ^hr^ Non jvdicabit fiirimmeus ;, but without devia- 
2from the Hebrew Text, the firft Tranflation, which is that of 
Ihe ancTnt Vulgar, is beft and mort natural, and therefore we had 
rcafon to preferve it in our prefent Vulgar. . 

In Verfe 14. of the fame Chap, where ,t » » ^.,41 
nU ItvigatU, St. Jerom obferves, that according to the Hebrew it 
ouehTto be tranflated; J>, UgnUbituminatU, ni which he feems to be 
2aken fl^^Qfb/^ Gopher. He might perhaps himfelf 
d^hffiiSWfiito Cap!,, tomake a better fence, although 
he xL Gopher in his Hebrew Copy, as we at prefent do, and this is 

U t!«^ttoChap, where it is ^^^^ 
(tram in area facie,, St. Jerom affirms, that according to the Hebrew 
fought to be tranflated, Meridianum fades, ^^JJ^fc 
fetter tranflated it &t***vl< , Vilucidum, meaning by that, a Wm- 
^TMuJ^m^ in his Tranflation has obfervd the word 
Vows that weought to obferve the clearnefs of he fence* 
T.^Ln i»vnrff<j the Hebrew word for word i which could not 

Queftions. 
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Gen.7. 1 1. In Chap. 7. Verfe 1 1. the Vulgar has, On the fmnttentb day, ac- 
cording tothe,prefe.nt Hebrew, whereas we read. in. the Septuagint, 
tn the twenty /event b day* 
Qen,8. 4. In Chap. 8. Verfe 4. where it is in the Hebrew, On the fmnttenth 
day, we read in theSeptuagint and Vulgar, On the twenty jevcntb day ; 
whence we ought not to conclude, that St. Jerom read otherwife'in 
his Hebrew Copy than we at prefent do. But it is more probable, 
tha,t in this place of. the Vulgar, the reading of the ancient Vulgar 
has.beep.kept,, as jt,hasbecn in fome other places. 
Gen. 8. 7. In' Verfe 7. ' of the fame Chap, where we read in the prefent Vul- 
var, $Hi egrediebatur & nonrevertebatur, I am of opinion we ought nut 
to read the Negative Non, which is however in the ancient Vulgar 
whence it has b^en taken. This fame fault is in the printed Copies 
of St, Jeromes Works, and the Criticks who have caus'dthefe Works 
to be printed, have notobferv'd that the fence of his words plainly 
fhpw, that it ought to be tranflated, Reveritbatur, without the parti- 
cle Hon: For he fays in his critical Note upon this place, that it is 
othcrwife in the Hebrew than in the Septuagint Tranflation, and 
therefore we qughMn hfe Hebrew Queftions to read, Mxitnt & revere 
teufy. and! lipt, $<m rjv0en.fr : Befides, the Divines of' Uotwain affirm, 
tfcaf they rfaye found fix Manufcript Copies of the Vulgar without 
Mariana tn^mvt^te:#0r« jj^n'^ alfo confeiTcs that, it ought riot to be in 
pro edit. our , vulgar, and he proves it by an ancient Copy, and by the Editions 
> u1, ofAlcala oxComplute, and of Philip the II. which agree in this with 
the ancient Copies which Mariana calls Gothic}^, which were us'd 
heretofore in the Churches of Spain. Thus the'laft Edition of the 
Vulvar is npt wholly free from faults, fince it, has this negative 
Particje. 

«en.n. In Chap. 1 1. Gen. the Vulgar differs much in its Chronology from 
the Septuagint, and it agrees not always with the Hebrew. Which 
we ought to attribute to Tranfcribers, rather than to the variety of 
the Hebrew Copies, becaufe, as we have already fliown, TranfcrU 
bers often miftakein fetting down of the Numbers in their Books i 
and even the ancient Copies of the Vulgar agree not always amongft 
thcmfelves in this point. Suppofing this principle which is true, it 

GeQ.ti.13 had been more proper to have reftor'd to the Vulgar in Verfe 1 3. of 
this Chap. 430 years, as it is in the Hebrew, and fome Manufcripts 
of the Vulgar, than to have left 303 years, as it is at prefent. 

In Chap. 1 1* Verfc 28, where it is in the Vulgar, In Vr ChaleU- 
\mm\ St. jW* hasobferv'd, that weought according to the Hebrew 

to 
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to translate, In igm Chaldtorum > but the fence of the Vulgar is much 
better and I doubt not but the Septvagint tranflated fo, but that 
fome ignorant perfon who understood riot this Greek word, has put 
inj^w; Rtgto, infteadof«>, which was in the Septuagint. To con- 
clude, We may obferve that when St. Jerom in his Hebrew Queftion,s 
tranflated, In igm, he alluded to a Fable he had learnt of the Jem, 
who fay, that Abraham was thrown into the fire, becaufe he would 

not worlhip Idols. ,, . ... v £ 

InGhap. 13. Verfe 14. where we read m the Vulgar, Feecatow Oen.13.14 
coram Domino nimvt ; St. Jerem blames the Septuagint for adding, In 
confattttVei, which according to him are fuperfluous words » but 
they are in the Hebrew Text, and fignifie, Coram Vmino, It is ne- 
ceflary for us to obferve concerning this Criticifm of St. prom, that 
this Father has fet down fome things very improperly inhisHebrew 
Queftions upon Genefu, where he has oppos'd the Greek Septiwetat, 
on purpofe to fet up the Authority of the Hebrew Text, and to like- 
wife his new Tranflation, from this Text. .„■-.* 

In Chap. 14. Verfe 1. where it is in the Vulgar, Rex Pontt, the Gen.14. %i 
Septuagint have better tranflated it, Rex Ellafar, by keeping of the 
fame proper Name with the Hebrew. Aquila however has tranfla- 
ted, Rex Ponti, and Symmachtu, Rex Scytharum i but herein they are 

not exadh . 

In Verfe 5. of the fame Chap, where we read in the Vulgar, C*w 
eU, according to the Septuagint i St. Jerom is of opinion that the 
Septuagint have falfly read the word Ham with an He, and this has 
occafion'd this Tranflation. He moreover affirms, that we ought to 
*ead Ham with a Hetb 9 and tranflate In Ham ; fo that Ham in this 
place is to be a proper Name. The prefent Text however is writ 
with a H?, as the Septuagint have read* bur by keeping back the 
Letter He, we mail tranflate better with St. Jerom, In Ham, thin 
with the Septuagint, Cum en. Our Vulgar in this place has kept the 
Reading of the ancient one, which is uiual, as has been already ob- 

^YnChap. 15. Verfe 11. where it is in the Vujgar, Abigebatept Gen. 15.1* 
Abram, the Septuagint have tranflated, Sedit cum tU Abram. This 
variety of Interpretation proceeds from a various Reading in the He- 
brewCopiesiand we may obferve that the Vulgar agrees with the pre- 
fent Hebrew, and St. Jerom's Reformation. 

In Chap. 1 5. Verfe 1 5. where we read m the Vulgar according to G en.i 
the Hebrew, Sepulttu, it is in the ancient Vulgar and Septuagint, 

L Ntt<» 
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B 6 , 0 K • < ' . ; attt sbute this old Error to the Tranfcri- 

which was chang'd in o to, tteStptwgnt * 
if Art writ befire witha fingl r, Greek Fathers have 

two' it 1 upon which' fome of the mofl : • noern Hes , ^ 

difcov'ied Myfter.es, becaufe this ^/^^^to the Septu- 
la*. But we may plainly fee, we ought no k 
agint fo grofs anferor, which a^^g^ Hebrew may 
'crkalNote upon this pla e. f ^ ™ ™ the Greek Tran- 
atoid this therefore weought to lay trie iaiw 

'^b^.Ah^ft{?^'"£S t L is in the Vulgar according to 
• liVChap. 1* Jerfc 14. where t t" m ™ g | cmw obfervc B s it 

the Septuagint J^^if^l^Z fiis ejus, becaufe 

brew theteisno mention , m ^ eoM ?7w e added the word, Clx» 
with the Vulgar * but the fafaoTp. ^ and 
M l, which is not in the Hebrew, although iiw r 

Verfe a*. However this O^^^XhSe te^Si ufe 
• tew, that the prefent ^^ZlX ^ Examples, 
of, ^^^y^^^^ri^iutt Arbee, the Sc- 

The ptefent Hebrew agrees with S t.Jerm H ^ C^y. & 
Qcaa*. In Verfe d of the fame Chap. ■ where 1 1 J Hfcbrew 
* romblames the Septuagint for ^"^"f^f':^ St , WsRcfot- 
word fignifies Pri/ictf/, and the Vulgar agrees witn »t. y 

snation. 

In 
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" In Chap. 24. VerCe,5P. y^m.WtttiAh^y^ f ^^^^ 
ago earn & St.>*obferves thatit wasintheHe- 

brew Text, Etdimifernnt Rebeccamformmfmm&nHtmemejH,. But 
the Septuagint have tranflated, /«*Mm*, inflead of mrnxm* and 
the Vulgar has it according to St. W ; fence, only the words arc 
abridn^ according to the ufual cuftom of St. Jerom. ■> 1 . 
" fe^cifedJ.oAhc fameChap. where the Vulgar has, ^awA-GcM*'* 
t,«b* /« ^ Lto-/- F» ^> St. > ? obferves that accordingto 
the Hebrew it ought to be tranflated, Vt loqmretur » agto dcclwantt 
Z"Za-, and thus the Vulgar agrees not always word for word 
with the Tranflation, or rather with the critical Remarks of St. Jt- 
X In hi Hebrew Queftions upon , G^,wherehe 
to make the Hebrew Text agree with the IpW^ 
than he does in his new Tranflation commonly ca 1 d the Vulgar, in 
which he deviates much lefs from the ancient Vulgar, which in his 
time wasus'd throughout the whole ^eftern Church. Q , 8i 

In Chap. as. Verfe 8. where the Vulgar has, Etdcficttns mortwt 

eft accodin LheSepcnaght^^ v ^» VTn^ 
he eives is? becaufe ^kkw cannot be faid to have fen d, or receiy a 
any 8 diminution : However 

the HebrewText,and St.>»»'sReafon is no more than an ill groun- 
ded "tw " e had vi certainly confulted his Hebrew Text,when 
he made this Refledion upon the Septuagint Tranflation. 

in Than 26 Verfe 11. where we read m the Vulgar, inttentt m 

ii i but St.>« obferves that the Hebrew wotd hgn ^s jate 

£n£« in that place than JM* ™*^^f 

ted in the Vulgar, where perhaps it has been left out as unnecel 

h ln Verfe i 7 .of the fameChap. where the V*^^; 0 ^'^ 
urn Gerare, St. Jerom blames the Septuagint ^^f^S^SZ 
ftead of torrent/m : But the Hebrew word fignifies both one and th,e 
other i and the Reafon he gives why he corrects the Septuagint is a 
meer Allegory, which we ought not totake notice ot. Gen.a<S.a<! 

In Verfe 20. where the Vulgar has, Octe-f ^.f^& . 
fMi affirms, that inftead oWcbezat or A\mz*U weought to tranuate 

and that the Heb.^ 
friend n * whole company of friends howeverit is m the prelent Vul- 

L 2 
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of the . jfaw of his time, more in his Hebrew Queftions upon GW/?/, 
thiri in his new Tran flat ion, where he has not fo much corrected the 
Septuagint. To conclude, The vulgar Tranflation of this place Teems 
to be better than St. jkww's Correction, although he herein agrees 
with the Cbalddan Paraphrafe. 

In Verfe 52. of the fameChap. where we read in the Vulgar, In- 
vtnimut aquam, St.Jerom blames the Septuagint for having on the 
contrary Mandated, Non imienimas aqttcttn. St. Jeronfs Interpretation 
in out Vulgar is really the true one* and this different Interpretation 
comes only from the Hebrew word Lo, which may be tranflated ei- 
ther dor non, there being only the fence which can determine the fig- 
nifkationi the Septuagint have chofe the latter, but the feries of the 
Difcourfc (hows they were miftaken. 



CHAP. XIII. 

the Vulgar compard with the Septuagint in the Books 
which are fir certain St, JeromV. Rules for the jn- 
ftifjftog if the fime Vulgar 5 with feme Reflexions there- 
upon. 

WE may eafily know by the Criticifm we have already made, 
that the prefent Vulgar is not wholly St. ferom% although 
in generally fpeaking he is the only Author. As there are other Books 
In the ft me vulgar .which no one can doubt but are his, I thought it 
would not be wholly in vain, if we fhould examine fome places of this 
Tranflation which are certainly St. Jeromes, I have then chofen the 
' Book of EceltfiaffeTy which we have two vulgar Tranflations pf,plae'd 
Opon different Columns, in the Works of this Father > and therefore 
wehaveno reafon todoubt, but that one of thofe Columns wherein 
is the prcfeht Vulgar, is St. Jerom's new Tranflation, which he has 
joyn'd with the ancient Vulgar one made from the Septuagint, where 
there is alfo fome mixture of xhe7beodothn Tranflation. 

St. 7rtw»inhi$ Preface to his Commentary upon Ecchftajle/, de^ 
elites the method he took in making of his new Tranflation j and 
he. affirms, that he rely'd upon the Authority of no one Interpreter, 
but that toe tranflated purely from the Hebrew. He however adds, 

that 
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* . . , u „ cwnaaint more than any other Tranflation, where 
thatheus'd the Septua gint ma cm j confeffcs that he 

it differ'd not from ^^^^ t SJ^^7kO^ fothat 

Letter, than ours does * and thcretore tnere was »« 

flation feems to have more ^ Ka] ^ n ^^„J^ra^^ 
thus ; *«C SfSShSto his 

iwaded that ^^tT^'^H K ^ 
this place better than St. v5SmJ«mht not theif to deviate. 

aca: »ft s v 

whereweread inthe Vulgar, ^ 
SepLgin. have tranflated . W^Ki 
on": is The beft. to «he Heb« » "°™ii n ™^^ 0 Sii,,and I fome- 
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wheje^s St. Jtrotn has ttanflated more clearly, Nihil fub Sole novum, 
. Trjefe alterations are recommendable in St. Jerom > and we cannot 
deny, but that our Vulgar excells in this the ancient one in many pla- 
ces". But on the contrary, St. Jerom in many places feems to take too 
much liberty » for under pretence of avoiding Barbarians, in tranfla- 
ting too literally the Hebrew words, he fometimes ftraftens the fence 
of the Origirwl, aW deviates too much from the Letter, which he 
ought pot to-$o. It is true, that in other places his Tranflation is 
admirable, anil that without keeping too fcrupuloufly to the words, 
he expreffes excellently well the Author's thought, which is a certain 
fign, heunderftood Hebrew. very well » as where he tranflatcs fome 
Eutpre.\en,(es ^y ; the Pxefent, and changes one Cafe for another, ac- . 

Eccl.i.8. co&fcg & m?'P$?fc* -of •jth'ffTongue. For example, In Verfe 8. of 
this Chapter, he has very vvell tranflated, Saturatur, & impletn)\ 
. whereas the Septuagint have tranflated according to the rigor of the 

EccI.i.m. lottery Sattirabitury & implebhvr. And in Verfe it. where we read, 
JVw eji prior urn ruemoria y his Tranflation is much better than the Se- 
pjuagints, who have tranflated, None(i memoria prima. In a word, 
% Jitorfs, Jrapflatioh has this excellency, that it takes away molt 
of the Jquiyocatibns which are hard to be avoided, if we follow too : 
clpfely the Grammatical fence. 

Ecd.1.14. In Verfe 14. of the fame Chap, where we read in the Vulgar, Af- 




iPajpo . 

hi? Matter, before the Septuagint Ttm^tion % Aquilih\ Symmacbm > s } 
and the fbeoJotfrn. Befides,, he has learnedly obferv'd, that the Se- 
ptuagint have tranflated this word rather frorri the .Syriack than the 
Hebrew » there are neverthelefs fome learned Rabbin^ who approve 
of the Septuagint Tranflation of this place. 
Eccl i*i i* I" Verfe -i 5. where the V ulgar has, Difficile pefverfi corrkuntur, the, 
' ' Septuagint have tranflated better, PerverJUm non poterit adoraari. St. 
Jerom ought not to have limited to a moral fence, what is generally 
and without reftri&ion exprefs'din the Hebrew Text : And what is 
afterwards (aid, Stuhorum infinhut ejl numeruf, is yet farther from 
the Original, where it is according to the Letter, VefeSus nequit »«- 
merari > which fault in the Tranflation comes alfo from the reftridv 
on of the fence, becaufe St. Jerom did not fufliciently confider the 
ftyleof the Book of Ecckftaftet, where the Author ufes certain terms 
taken generally from natural things, which may afterwards be appli*d 
to others, efpecially in things relating to Morality. In 
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• I„ Verfe 18. wta f Kthean&V^ 
tm the Hebrew fay only, 4^"*23^ mfc «e two dWarat 

thread, '^j&^^tffl^ been Joyn'd, 
fTranflations of the fame H ebrew W ° T lud i amo f opinion, 
which is ufual in this ancient Vu££ J£ - ^ s 0 f making 
that what we have already Tat ^ rn V S fuffic { ent t0 (how us parti, 
his new Tranflation from the Heb ew, « 1 < m , k We M on y 

cularly what t iha? we have already obferv'd, 

add fome general Reflexion to w d St . j mnt > s mc . 

whereby we may more tnrougmy ui« 

thod * , ur \ *u*t although hcendeavour'dtotranflate 
We may then obfetve, thaf althougn 1 that he often 

rather according to the ^^.^Sl^eVertlw^f keep- 
negleas the Grammatical ^^^^ wherehe followsthe 
clofe to this method ™ *^^J£r ^ hic h fometimes makes his 
Letter more exactly -than the notalways exactly 
Tranflation to be obfeure. M S a J^ wc^thepiej^t . „ 
the words of hisTextj w Slr^ tli^ hchad bthap'H^ : 

Hebrew Text by ^ T / anfla "S t a ?w^ughf notalfoto followhim 
brew Copies than thefc at P^^/^^Xg of his Hebrew Copy 
in all the places, % his tfmehad had better Co- 

before the Septuagint, as it the This we ought to obferve 

pies than the ancient Greek \» t «P^ ter h s ; B £ " and efpecially thofe 
fn reading of hisCommentarie^ ^^"s the^ S ptuagint Vor having ill 
upon the ?ropbett, where tarojjirin the Hebrew; -Th'* is 
read; and taking one Letter fo and he ^ the feme Error , s 

however fometimes ™>™™£^ t not wholly to rely upon the 
well as others, and therefore wc ^£J d but it ls fitweflioiild 
Hebrew Copies, wtoto^^^afo > and by this 
examine them according to tnc > w {qu% Readin& s which ■ ■ 

means we may judg^ s which is itebd 6 ^ . ofSt , «of 
are in the different Copies. The b«e ft y ainft thfi Scptua . 
the Jem of his time, ought not to P^ ft g j£ m , 
gintf nor the Septuagint prejudice =™^™^ 9 Tra nflatio«n we. 
8 In Hne, If we will judge ang * « ^ as if hc was al- 
ought not wholly to rely upon th n cw ^ranHa ^ ^ 
ways out where he agr ce s ,njt with^h m > ^ ^ 

Rules we have already ^^CTaLi, or new Grammarians 
Hebrew Tongue, than ^"l 1 ^ "»« 
Books. We may apply thefc Rules to xi* j ^ 
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have already appli'di them to the Greek Septuagint. It is true, that 
St. Jerom being nigher our time, and having learnt Hebrew of the 
Jem of Tiberias , his Hebrew Copy oftener agrees with the Mafforet 
Text, than that which the Septuagint made ufeof. But for all thaj, 
hefometimes deviates from the Mafforet, whether it be that he fol- 
low'd the ancient Vulgar, 6r that there were various Readings in his 
"Hebrew Copy. : 

I could prove this by many Examples, and juftifie St. JeronCs 
Tranflation, in many places where it agrees not with the prefent He- 
brew Text > but without enlarging any more upon this Subject, it 
will be fufficient if I produce an Extract of a Letter I formerly writ 
-to a learned MiflTionary upon this Point, who ask'd me for fomelllu- 
ftrations upon a paflage of Zecbariab, which he had fet down ac- 
cording to the Vulgar * and fome Proteftants of Sedan where this 
Mviiionary then was, pretending that the Vulgar in this place devia- 
ted from the Original, J juftifrVdit in this manner, by (hewing the 
exact agreement of this Tranflation with the Hebrew Text, although 
it differ'd from the fence of the modern Interpreters. 
Ie:h,p. ii The Queftion was about Verfe 1 1. Ztab, Ghap< p, where it is in 
the Vulgar, %u qttoq'tinfanguine Ttjlamenti tut emifijli vinftos tms de la- 
ctt. According to the prelcnt Hebrew it ought to be tranflated, Ttt 
.qHoqs in fanguhte Teftamenti tui emijifli vinttos tms. And what makes a 
•confiderable difference betwixt thefetwoTranflations is, that in the 
Hebrew the Pronouns Relatives, <», tui, f»<v> are in the Feminine 
<Gender, and -therefore they make a different fence from that of the 
Vulgar. Some Interpreters could defend the Vulgar no other ways, 
but by faying, that the Jews had faliifi'd the Hebrew in this place > 
but we ought not to give credit to their bare word. 

It is more probable to lay that the Pronoun 2»> which is Femi- 
nine in the prefent Hebrew, is nofuflicient proof that it muft here be 
Wnffortts, exprefs'din the Feminine Gender. For it is certain, that the Maffo- 
rets who have flx'd the reading of the Hebrew as it is at prefent, have 
obfetvM, that this Feminine is fometimes took for the Mafculine -, 
Numb.ii» as f or example, in Chap. u. Numbers, Verfe. 15. we read in the 
■** Hebrew tu in the Feminine, as it is in this place of Zecbariabt and 
yet neverthelefs it ought to be explain'd in the Mafculine. The Maf- 
font who made this Obfervation at the fame time added, that there 
were three other places where this Pronoun 7«- in the Feminine ought 
Dew. 5. to.be expounded' in the Mafculine. We find the fame Obfervation 
Ezek. 28. of the Mafforet inGliap. 5. of Deuteronomy, and Chap. 28. of Ezekief. 
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l« ail fhefe nlaces the Pronoun ttt is in the Feminine Gender, yet is 
obe xplaiWdin the Mafculine. Now although the Mafforetkuk in 
eencralistrue we cannot however from thence draw any certain 
luletowhat places it ou^ht to^appliU When this happens, we 
are only to obferve thefence, and we ought not eafily to leave the an- 
cient Tranflations, under pretence of their not agreeing with the 
modern Interpreters. We ought not to condemn them becaufe they 
S: not with the Hebrew Text, for as mucliasthe Hebrew Copies 
have not always been the fame i befides, by thefe at prefent we mav 
iuftirie the ancient Interpreters of the Scripture. 
' We may farther add, That.the Points which ferve at prefent m- 
ftead of Vowels, not : bcing then in the^Hebrew Text, the Interpre- 
ters thenhad the liberty oi reading the Pronoun ^either m the Maf- 
culine or Feminine. Thus in the Chap. i-H ^ we read Job .. 
Y« without the Letter He, we might ha ve : mad? tt 
,had not been certain Points wttcH make it ^^.^RffftS 
Reading which is caus'd by the Letter He Mm^im^m^ 
obferv'f inthegre* whereit.is otferv^ that there ^ Gmm 

places where this He is wanting in the end Qf the.word, and all thefe 

,Pla Thurw f fma7e"fily by theRules of the MArf, defend in this 
place of Zuhariah the Tranflation of Emifm n the fecond perfon, for 
Emifi in the rirft, according to the prefer* Hebrew. It only depends 
upon the Jod in the end of the word, which is often Juperfluous , attUMft 
a& the Huh Mafforet gives a Rule concerning the W/** b »> « 
perfluous U\ and befides the great Mafforet obferves, there are 43 
places in the Scripture where Jo2 is writ at the end of words, and 
yet ought not to be read. Without producing all thefe Examples, I 
(hall onlv bring one 

much like this before us. - 
InCha P .i.>,cm. Verfe 34. where we read in the Vulgar, J«.r. 3 4, 
cuifih the Hebrew Verb is writ with a Jod at the end, . as if it was In 
he hrft perfon, and ought tobe tranflated, Vocui. But the .ItttU ..Maf- 
firetobLes, that weought to read it without aJW in the firft P e - 
fon, and the Tranflators agree, by conforming thernfelves to the 

M YVV 'fhatl have fuftjciently )uftin'd $t. Term's Tranflation of this 
Place? if we explain why he has taken Pronouns in the Mafculine 
Sr which 'were fernmine in the Hebrew M"d for gmuchas 
'tnWvariation proceeds from the various pointings we may cafily 
^ive Reafons thereof. As.Ppints were not invented mhis time, he 
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had the liberty of reading other wife tlaatt we at prelent do, efpecial- 
lv if the S of that time, whom he very often confulted, were of 
\ c ZrTnSnn We may however obferve, that St. Jtrm has not 

exactly louow P tT ran fl at on i and this he (eems to have 

T'Z 1c ^oW ?i He follows alfo fometimes the other 
&tK and very often what his J^ Dodor told him 

However it s, this is certain, that by the help of thefe Rules and 
However n », " fe ftlfic many pla . 

The moderririteipreters of the Scripture did very .11 to condemn 
whatThe undeSa not > but it was impoffible for them to jge 
ZTS iudgement, not having any other knowledge ot the He- 

fSSS^SScS^ oHne Vulgar, acting to the 
D?erec7the Council oflWtft but there are fo many who haveal- 
S trea ed of them, thatlmay hold my tongue ^ndlamofop- 
nion t will be foment for me to give in (hort the Method which 

and where D > inc r ""' & f . T ran f cr iber. Thus for example, in- 
there was a palpable Error ott lie = JJ am " 1 d infkado f, S*cnlutn& 
fteadof Fontm, Fortem has been put in, ana inncaa oi, , 
MUM* StJm & MilitU has been put i and thus feveral other 
iuanw o«w tnanifea Errors ot I ran- 

learned Criticks fince that time have by Order of he Vopes, took 
Ss to the Reformation of the Vufgar to make « .as i » at 
Snt v and yet 1 dare fay there are many things which ought to £e 
B^Sof which* would mark, but that an £d of be- 
ing tedious. UUenou S h fosus to know, that this opinion won^ 
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c m k« the Authority of the moft learned Catholic^ Doctors, an* 
M?t fo who heSS to make this Correction, as may be teen m 
the Pretace to tne »u that there wete 

SSSX*H P * have fac««ft*d, 
if they had thought fit. 



CHAP. XIV. 

In what fence the ancient Latin Tranfiathn mm declared 
authentick by the Council of Trent. Whether tt be tU 
o Ji JZJck one. Several critical Remark* mm th* 
Subject. 

TT feems to be altogether unneceffary for us to examine theCgcftt- 
I ons rda ting to & Authority of the Vulgar Tranilatior » aitei fo 
™T\SbLcs, who have throughly treatedupon his^ 
UarVhowever boldly fay, there arefew perfons who have undeiaood 

this Matter, becaufe one may find them in other Books , warn cs, i my 
m thod 1 is not fomuch to relate what others have already ^fa.d as to 
tell in (hort what 1 think is trueft upon eachPoint. Mofl ot th^wno 
havebandied this^elUon .haver** ^^ST^ ^ W 
Ihownzeal andpaffion, than fence and gK""' ' other j ttiiM . 

?5pu.c, without fidingdthnwitMhe /or, or <**m, whether 
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CatholkhfOtTrrteftatttf, we (hall do them all Juftice, by declaring the 
Hebrew Text of the Bible to be truly authentick, and that all the 
Tranflati6ns of the Scripture Which have been made without deceit 
from the Originate, whether in Greek or Latin, ancient or modern, 
are alfo in their way authentick. So that this Queftion which is ufu- 
ally argued with fo much heat, whether the Vulgar is the only au- 
thentick and true Scripture, feems to me to be very frivolous. 

Before the Council of Trewf, which declared this Tranflation au- 
thentick, by preferring it before all other Latin Tranllations of the 
Bible, this Queftion was not much argued. Wherefore it isneceflary 
to explain the proper fignification of the word Authentic^ according 
to the intention of the Council, to tfye end we may at once refolve. th£ 
Difficulties hence arifm£. ., , 

We cannot take this word m its moft, ancient and proper fignifica- 
tion, Whfch fe to'ma^k out the fuft and true Original of a thing, to 
diftinguifli it from the Copy i as when we fpeak of the Original of a 
IP/l/,that fignifies the Will as it was writ by the Author. In this fence 
we fliould have no authentick Scripture, fince what^we have, con» 
fiftd only in Copies, which have their failures, as well as the other 
Books which men have been the Depolitaries of. I believe, that even 
4s to the New Teftatment, the firfl: Fathers of the Church' have not • 
affirm'd that they had feen the true Originals v and befrdes,although 
many of them have pretended, that the Hereticks had in fome places 
faltih'd the Greek Copies of the NewTcftament, which ferv'd inr 
ftead of the Originals, they have rteverthelefs acknowlcdg'd thde 
Copies for triie Scripture, and confequentfy to be authentick. 

Thete is then anothet way of explaining this word Authentic!^ 
Which we find in the Civilians Books, and the Councils, and from 
MatahiM* thence we are to take its true fignification* Macahius, Patriarch of 
Antiocb, and fome other Biftiops of his perfwafion, having brought 
Council t he teftimony of fome of the ancient Fathers in the 6tb. general Coun- 
Generald. c \\^ t0 maintain their opinions, the Popes Deputies affir'nid, that 
thefe Authorities had been corrupted by thofe who allcdged them, 
and demanded that there might be brought , r£ *v$wv><£ B//3m'*, 
authentick Copies, which were in the Library of the Patriarch of 
Conftantinoplt) to be compar'd with thofe of the Patriarch Macairittf, 
Thefe authentick Books Which they had recourfe to in this Council,, 
were not true Originals, hut only faithful Copies, which we could' 
not fufpede had been alter'd » and ib they were call'd authentick, only 
i« relation to the Copies product by the MonotbtUm^ whicli were 
fufpe&ed to have been aker'd by them* it 
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To which we may add, that the " c . .> herc b v to iudg 

this Tranflation according to the Rul s ^n^fn, hereby to ,^ 

they neveithelefs are fo, if the Authors of them dealt j 1, 
and had no other defign but td ' "P^^^SVite, and the 
could. ThereJs only this d.fferen * ^ Vulgar 

other Tranflations, that wc : are oblig d 1 w*™^ ^ the oth * s> 
for authentick, becaufeit has been fo dedar d, and no 
Which the Council never medled with. becomes au- 

• We may more particularly explain how a which 
thentick, ly the latin .Tranflation ^^^^^^Wd af- 
iscallVauthentick. 

ter the Reafons of this title of AuthenncK, giv 

tion of the fame Conftitutk>ns, which ar c .„ rclati . 

Original, have affirm*, «^^^ d ^S,uto, which 
on to another Latin Tranflation ot the tame tfoRreat Au- 

agreed not fo exaelly with the O^^jK-T&Utiois 
thority as this Tranflation, not °»W becaufe 1 us bareiy 

but becaufe it is the Tranflation or c W/,^; nt vefy WC T1 has CarJ£fc • 

Cardinal Pahvicini who undaflf»jjj & ^ 
obfervM,that the Council ^ 

did not wholly lay ai.de ^^J'^hct P,rffcems unjuftly ™ nt .*.6. 

only to make them £ c,^ 



AkUt, 
Contiitti 
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ridiculous, therefore the lame Cardinal judicioufly brings for 
ewrnple an aft of importance* tranflated into another language, and 
affirms, that if this Tranflation be a faithful one, we may call it au- 
thentick, becaufe credit is to be given to it as well as to the Original. 
Se lafraduzione I ftdelepotrh dirft Autentica e bafiera per la deciftone di 
quelle liti cbe dependant) dalla contenenza vroffa c principal di ft fatta Scrit- 
tura. Whence he afterwards concludes, that there is nothing falfer 
tlwn this 'way of Father Paul's arguing. If the Vulgar be good, it 
mutt neceflarily follow that all the other Tranflations which agree 
not wholly with it arc bad » on the contrary he affirms, that it is im- 
. poifible to make an exact Tranflation without any faults at all. Thus 
the Council of Trent* according to the fame Hiftorian, when it dc« 
clar'd the Vulgar authentickjvyould not wholly exempt it from faults. 
He, lattly adds, that truly many pious men are of the contrary opini- 
on, but the Church condemns not thofe who are of this > Epia fen- 
ttnza d'alcKMt > m*a la cblefa non cendanna cbi non la fegue. 

I pafs by this Cardinal's Reafons tor the proving ot his opinion, be- 
M «aufe we may find them related at large in Serarim and Mariana the 
viM* Jefitits, which are confirmed by the moft learned perfons at the 
Council of Trent* We may yet add other Authorities, and amongft 
others that of Genebrard, one of the greateft Maintainers of the Vul- 
gar, who would not condemn either the Hebrew Text, nor the Se- 
ptuagint, nor the other Tranflations, as if the Council had condemned 
them by authorizing of the Vulgar. But he thought the Fathers of 
the Council by their Declaration only compared the ancient Latin In- 
terpreter with the modern ohes» who incrcas'd the Tranflations of 
the Bible without any reafon or defign, but only to oppofe the Vul- 
var, which had been receiv'd and approv'd of by the whole Weftern 
Church for feveral Centuries. Tantum comparat Synodus Vulgatum 
cum ctttrti ejufdem gmtrti propter recent iorum Htreticorum, & aliorum 
novatorum temiritatem, qui novas fubinde verftones expefiant, veteres fajli- 
diunty pnqUnnata novarum rerum cupidhate antiqua novti pojibabent. 

In truth what can be more unjult than the Quarrels of fome Prote- 
ftantS) and even of the moft learned amongft them, with the Fathers 
Culver in °f the Council of Trent, by reafon of their Decree concerning the Au- 
, Mlfccl thority of the Vulgar ? I will not fay that Ftthem, Sixt'mm Amama, 
Sixtin. Caufabon^nd feveral others of that Party were malicious or ignorant 
AmM An- pc r f orlSi0r that they did it out of rcalice>when they accus'd the Church 
€a'ufnb. °tR me of Tyranny ,for making of thisDccree in a general Councils if 
adv. urn, they had impos'd it as neceflary upon all the faithful,to believe that the 

anci- 



mine the meaning of the ^ s .«i^% n nev er ibe ; fufficiently:ad ; 
duel, in doing the whole World jutt^ c a ^ d 

mir'd. So likewife there aiefcv /^ 

Frotefiants, who have ;c6rnmende I the Jgjg^^rffe , that they mj. 
this Council, efpecialy Tnmllation, brc^ft*^ 

^t^v^mi^^^^^^ one, and perhaps ln 
the modern ones were not better than thg a ^ 
they might have greater .^.W^, ^ofe Tranflation was 
rcfts the Errors w&ch he fou ^ '^^> Wli bt allow the making 
then "inuch efteem'd by the alfo often defend, ft* m. 

of whole T«^tfa^ £ S; vo ^ t0 defend the faults gjj- 
the ancient Latin 1 raniianon* -u 

which fome unjuftly accuie it or. throufe h an indifcrect zeal vet.Teft,. 

On the other ^^^ffiHtefa Tranflation, 
would allow of no other Scripture J^^g^ it au thentick, 
and who thought that the Councd qS ™^XJ Y Vroteflantsbc- 
had thereby freed it from all Smutch of R^, without 

lieve, that this was the • °P ,nI0 "° v " o( the Kom ijh Communion 
confidcring that the moft l car, * d 4X^ appeared in Spain, 

condemn'?*. This zealfor the ^"^^^on this very 
where the Inquifition is feyere. ™ n U ' « ( ^ s Maria na affirms) to Marian* 
account been put into Pr.fon, and fw«J* 
plead their Caufe in Fetters xVm ^fX LuJionifo difirimi- V«»g.C. i. 
Llr copbantur Caufam dicer*,. ^fJ^ZTixix not freely fpeak 
ne. Moft of the Spanith Divines at thai time ^ 
their opinions, and it was nec eiTary for a ^ im e e f ^> tfre Judges all 
lence Qf thefe ind.ifcreetZealo^ Af^however, 
thofe of impiety who favour d ndt ^ dmns this heat, and 

althougha^and a5^^^^ that the 

he has hown in a Book wh en ne w « 

Vulgarhas its faults, «f f^ftiing of die 
The genoral Affcmbly hdd at JTVJJ JJJ^ a whole Uni- 
Decreesof the Council of ^^^X^^-^ 
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and to it is, afault -not tp obey the holy general Affembly. But it 
is y$ry probable that this Declaration was never receivM as a Law, 
£ven in Rom it felf, no more than feveral other Declarations of the 
fanie Congregation, lUn.ce Cardinal Palavicini is of a clear contrary 
opinion in hip fri^oiy of $he Council of Trwf, and has folio w'd the 
option or" wtyo.w.thjs Declaration is exprefly condemn'd. 

We have theatre liberty of going to the Hebrew Text, the Septu- 
agint, and even to all the modern Tranflations of the Bible, for the 
attainingof a greater knowledge of the holy Scripture. This opinion 
agrees with the Church, who receives the different Tranflations of 
the fame places of Scripture, in authorizing of the Latin Tranflation 
of the New and Old Teftament, where the fame words are different- 
ly tranflated » as alfo the words of the Scripture in thcMiffels, and 
othertEcclefiafticalBooks, are interpreted another way. And bef ides, 
as has already been obferv'd, the Chronology of the Reman Martyro- 
logy agrees better with the ancient Latin Tranflation made from the 
Septuagint, than S* Jeronfs new one, which has been for feveral 
CentMnes publtckiy us'd in the Church. I do not believe there are at 
prefent any fyaitifh Divines, -who will dare to compare the Bible of 
AlcaU, where the Vulgar is plac'd betwixt the Hebrew and the 
Greek, to our Saviour's being upon the Crofs betwixt two Thieves. 
WctlMHh This comparifon however was heretofore made by Nicholas Ramut % 
In Aflert. Bjfhop of Cuba^ in fpeakingofthe Edition of Alcala> according to the 
Vu, fr filly obfervation of Cardinal Ximew, who condemn'd his great Work. 
? Fro! ^ n the contrary, 1 find at prefent that every one approves of thofe 
into. ' great Works we have upon the Bible in feveral Languages: Which 
complHt. plainly Ihows, that we ought not only to confult the Vulgar upon the 
difficulties of the Scripture, but we are likewife to confult the Ori- 
ginal Hebrew, and the beft Tranflations from that Original, in what 
Languages foever they are. 
Mr.if J ay. 1 confefs 1 never underftood Mr. Le Jay's drift, in putting the Pub- 
' lick to great charge, by giving of it a Bible with moft of the Oriental 
Trandations, and by condemingat the fame time this great Work by 
an unskilful Preface, wherein he prefers the Vulgar before all others, 
as if the Vulgar had been the firft and true Original of the Scripture* 
Pro ctrt* & indubitato apud not ejfe debet Vulgatam Editionem que eqmmu' 
ni G#hoUc* %ccltw verm ,ejfe $c genufnum Scri' 

pm fpHtem* 

After fuch a Declaration as this, it was unneceflary to print the 
Hehrm and SanmiffmToxt, the Samaritan, Gmk, Cbaldte, Syriack^ 
,. and 
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and Arabick Tranflations, fince the Vulgar Latin one is become the 
true Original of the Scripture, unlefs we fay that all thefe Works 
are prinS only for the more eafle explaining of the Vulgar. But we 
Soiffitoo much confine theufeof the Or gmalsofthe Bible and the 
ancient Tranflations, in fitting of them down only for the better m- 

i r t tl^^o give to ^Otl^o^e Bible, the 
Authority th^ay claim as Sriginals, f ^^gjjg 
thev ought to claim as Tranflations, and faithful _ Copies horn the 
OrLals, than to approve of, unskilfully and agamft the Authority 
of X Council of Trent, the faults which are in' the Vulgai, We 
ought however for quietnefs fake to ufc inpubhck ™% h f< 
tion than what the Church prefents to us i and we Aall iraitate|R 
X^j"^in, wlioforbad the reading of St. Ws new Tranfla- Sc. 
S n his Diocefs, although he had an efteem for it and was fully 
,pe fwaded of the capacity Snd piety of the Author. We ought how- 
c P v« toobferve, that *. *fffin would not perhaps to vigoroufly 
have opposed Sr. front's riti? Tranflation, if -he ^ had not been pte,u* 
die'd by the commonly reeeiv'd opinion, that the Septuagint : W 
flation then read in the Church had been nuWd by God. Jktwe 
have not at prefent any of thefe prejudices for the Vulgar^lthough t 
has been decUr'd authentick by ageneral Council. Let us therefore in 
this follow the Maxim of Gregory the Great, who otter .pre err d Sf. 
Ws new Tranflation, before the ancient Vulgar, which had been 
no lefs authored for feveral Centuries throughout the whole We- 
rt eVnC^ than the prefent Vulgar. Every Tranflation made by 
abTpcrfons, and not fuWdof deceit, is in it felf authentick, as 
a Copy from an authentick A<£t. 
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CHAP- XV. 

Of the TrmUtiom of tk Serif tan vhicb have been u?d 
V h4ffihmk»> W efpecfy of the Syn ck W 
I a Cy'tticifm upon the printed Syriack Iran- 

Syiiack Tongue. 

*i ™ Z the : oeople and tranflated inro their Languages, 
made common to the people, a noj reC eiv'd Scripture 

But as there was ; far feyeral Ages^no ^ ^ made from 
but the Septuagint ^^^t TJ™ ^ ™ y the 
. ,he Greek and not from ^"^^She Hebrew text, 
# or .CWaVwa* who had of two forts the one r w 
and the other from the Greek Septuagint. ^ vv e na p 

ilations S£d in the Worli 

are not all the fam with thol ^^ nc enc s ° n J was inthe ir times 

«W thefe other Tranfenons have been ^M^, 

out doubt to the fecond, which is * T«nn«u> »»™ v f th n a 
becaufe the Septuagint is in fome places rather a Wrapn 
Tranflation. This rtrople TranOanon ;^ e » e ™^ 8 the VVelkrn 
ding to Jbulpbaraghu by the Eaft crn * 

one! make uft both of one and t he other. ™ ^ Gteek 

in their Notes mention the WkT « Ha «on : made om 

Septuagint. We ought not ^ e '^/5 a t ^X» into 5>r« e fc 
in Safawn's time>at the rc^ueft of Hir<w»,&mg 01 ^ ^ 
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^ A t, „™ limit this to the Pentateuch, the Books of Jofhua, 

^ l f™« of The Eaftern People, who feldotn diligently enquire 
this is a fancy o the turn em p ignorant of moft of the things 

SSd^r^S^ Wyadd, that 

of bv moTof the S.. to/ and dahUan,. He confirms it by he (eft.- ' s „ ? 

st S cites in his EpiiHe tothetytyfow, a paiTage in the P/afca/, 
Tranflation. Ebcd JejH m his ^ a "3 fl £ , h oidTeftament de Scrip* 

c f ZZ it anfwers in many places almolt word for word to the 
itcCText 1 ffiwe^eaayheltaj, it was rather rnad^by 
rSlanaarM But as the Syrian Warners confuted not 

jgyriiia Copies. 



For 
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Geo. 1 4- For example, In Chap. 14. Gen. where the Hebrew hasGww, 
Nations* we read in the Syriack^ Tranflation, Goloie, and the Latin 
Tranflator has from thence made a People calPd Gelites. 
Gca.22. In Chap. 22. of the fame Book, where we read in the Hebrew 
Text, In the Land of Moria, it is in the Syriack Tranflation, 0 Mow 
we, and the Latin Interpreter has tranflated it, Amorrbaorutn, asiP 
the Amorrbms were meant in that place. Thcfe fort of faults in the 
Syriack proceed partly from Tranfcribers, and partly from thofe who 
have pointed the Syriack according to their own fancy, without con- 
fulting the original Hebrew. 
Gcn.-32.32 Thus in Chap. 32. Verfc 32. Gen, the Syrians who undcrftood not 
what the Hebrew word Nafce t flgnih'd "in this place, have let it 
ftand, whence they afterwards made Genefis > whence the Interpreter 
who confuted not the Hebrew has tranflated, Ntrvum Mulhbrem, in- 
ftead of Nemtm luxatum, or fome fuch thing > and fince that the 
VommUu wor d GtMfu has been put in Ferrarim's Syriack Dictionary, which 
Syriac^ certainly is a word corrupted from the Hebrew, which afterward had 
Ftr. a particular fignirication given it. 

<5en.)7»3. > In Chap. 37. Gen. Verfe 3. where JofepWs Coat is fpoken of, it 
is in the Syriack, Phedioto, which the Interpreter has tranflated, Fim- 
btiatanu Fj>in£d\ and in the Syriack Dictionary by this word is un- 
der flood, A Sacerdotal which cannot be meant in this place* and 
I doubt not but it was at firft read Pbetcto, which fignilies the fame 
as the Hebrew word Fafftm, which the Septuagint have very well 
tranflated V mam, and the Author of the Vulgar, Polymitam. 

;luChap. 6, Mxod* Verfe 26. we read, through the Tranfcribers 
faulty by reafonof the likenefsof the two Letters, Copbmd At, Col, 
Ally rnftead of the Prepofition Al> which is in the Hebrew Text. But 
for fear of being tedious, I (hall in general fay, that the Syriack Tran- 
flation is very faulty, and that it ought to be corrected by fome lear- 
ned Critick, Who throughly underliands the Syriack and Hebrew, as 
well as the Greek and Arabick Tongues, who ought alfo to review 
the Latin Tranflation, where there are many places ill tranflated., 

1 fliall not fpend time in (howing the places where the Syriack Tran- 
flation leaves the Hebrew Text to follow the Septuagint, either be- 
caufe the Syriack Tranflator has had other Hebrew Copies than we at 
prefenthave, or rather becaufe the Syrians, as has already been ob- 
ferv d, have took the liberty to correct fome places of their Tranfla- 
tion by the Arabick, or other Syriack Tranflations made from the Sc- 
Gea.a.a. ptuagmt. For example, In Chap. 2. Gen. Verfe 2. we read in the 

Sy- 
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InChap. 4. Gen. Verfe 8. 1 « C ?X S«Lk altfoadi it w«n°t 

in the original Hebrew in ™- J h Septuagint and Vulgar 

,5. it is in tV2T^rt?^«Sittt "Inflate according 
Tranflations, It JbaH not be Jo , , but wt ougi 

t0 ^?^r; whetthe Haven is fpoken of which ****** 

In Chap. 8. Vcrte 7. wnert uv. accor din2 to the Septuagint, 
fentoutof thciH, "» '°< he f Y«* C ^ePa B rticle is not in the 
that theK^return'd not, yet thewg have already 

Hebrew, neither was urn ; |«£S ™j» made f thc 
(how n. It is then plain that this ayrw d ^ . f 

P This fame SyriackTr^ ma Errors 

of the Bible, than in the Pentateuch ^ f which l tc alike 

of Tranfcribers , who , «^3j^3^ they have 
in the Syriack, becaufe m the wrmng on r ^ 

had no recourfe to A^JF^^J^^^tois, for as much 
that all thefe various ^^J^^^hSc been to blame, 
as in fome places the j^ Tn ^^g^ Thus in Chap. 3. Jo (h. 
who have not been more mMAfc *™™°™ whkh is thc na meof a 
fc/W where the Hebrew lext nas *a* , Syriack, 
6i, and the Vulgar Jif^^SVwHi 
<?A and in the Latin T™*f™™^Zb which are alike both 
proceeds from the .two Letters R£ «J we may as well 

in the Syriack and Hebrew. S that m tart. JP^ . ( fa ^ prQ . 

l„Chap.7. ^ W i^ d I am of opinion this Iaft 
is in fhe Syrian Tranflation, .^V^'^fc^t agrcesbetter 
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Syrians having no knowledge thereof, have committed many faults, 
for want of confuting the Hebrew Text in the copying of their 
Tranflation > which ufually happens in proper Names, as may be 
Jofh. 9. prov'd by many Examples. Thus in Chap. p. Jojhna, we read in 
the Syriack) Og> King of Matbnin, whereas wc ought according to 
the Hebrew Text to read, King ofBafan > and we may plainly fee that 
this variation proceeds from the Syrian Tranfcribcr, who has con- 
founded the Letters B and M. The fame thing happens in the word, 
Ibid. Kiri*t Jaarin, in the fame Chapter, where the Syrian Tranfcribcr 
has writ, Kiriat Naarin. No doubt but this difference proceeds from 
the likenefs of the two Letters J and Win the Syriack. 
ifudg. 7. This is the reafon why in Chap. 7. of Judges, we read AW«W, 
'Judg. 1 1. inftead of Jerttbaal i and in Chap. 1 1. of the fame Book, Nepbta, in- 
ftead of Jepbta, But it would be tedious to make a longer Catalogue 
of the Errors of Tranfcribers, in the Copies of the Syriack Tranflati- 
on, of which we may fay what St. Jerom heretofore faid of the Se- 
ptuagint Copies > Non tarn Hebnea, quant barbara & Sartnatka ejfe no- 
mina. We may farther obfer ve, that the Syrian Tranflator has inftead 
of proper Names, fet down the fignification of thofe proper Names s 
Judg. 3. as in Chap. 3. of Judges^ where both the Hebrew and Vulgar have, 
Cufan Rafataim, we read in the Syriack, Cnfam } Ibe Ungodly j on 
the contrary, he fometimes fets down proper Names where there are 
none. But as thefe faults are ufual with all the ancient Tranflators of 
the Scripture, we need ftay no longer hereupon. 

I fhall fay nothing concerning the changing of Numbers, for as 
tnuch as there is nothing more ufual in all the Tranflations of the 
Bible, than thefe fort of changes, and it is enough that we have al- 
Judg. ready given the true Reafons of them. Thus in Chap. 16. Verfe 5. 
Judges^ where we read in the Hebrew and Vulgar, 1 100, there is in 
the Syriack Tranflation, 1 3 00. 
1 Sam. 4. In Chap. 4. of the Hrft Book of Samuel, Verfe 1 5. we read in the 
*$• Hebrew and Vulgar, p8 years, whereas in the Syriack tljerc is only 
Ibid.tf. ii-*7^ y ears * In tne ^ ame Book, Chap. 6. Verfe 15. the Scptuagint 
** and Vulgar make mention of Fifty thoufand and feventy years, accor- 
ding to the Hebrew Text, and the Syriack Text (peaks only of 5070. 
But let us pafs by thefe fort of various Readings, which are fo uf ual 
in all the Books of the Scripture, that there is no reafon for us to Itay 
any longer hereupon. I pafs by alfo fomc Additions and Changes 
which are in the Syriack Tranflation, examples of which may be leen 
in the Book of Jojhna, where the diviflon of the Lands and Poflcili- 

ons 
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whence the ftrtar have . «* "JT , a ™^™* « ote inftead 
Text «e befoie moft of the Tfttm, «™ Tulcs 0 r Infcti- 

of thofe the, '^ZTJ V he Author of .he but 
ptionsdo not appear to De ui wu< = 7 thereof » however private 
lather by thofe who made the in their ftead, 

perfons ought not to take ^^^^^^^^ 
I approve not even of ^ & ^ff ?J]S^io might indeed add 
for certain is lefs excufable m ^J^^^^ fet down in 
new Titles to the ffalms by way of ^P^twn ^ ^ 

(hort the fence of each P&ta ^ S^Si. This* alteration 
been kept as they were in tl ^g^^nwft of thcBgok. 
amongft the Syrians proceeds Jrom the Con tent sot f each 

of th? Scripture, being hereto or ^^j 1 ^ ^ Ffalm which 
Book, and <^ h X^ 

every one read. W fa ^ c P h ided too much the hteral fence, 
differently from the Jem, who necaw* rtion . For exam- 

put before every TMm the C^tcntt of theu ^«°^ dtJ , falM) PfaK 
£le, where we il 

ack, ffalm f Vand, C0 ™™"H hich nve n0 infcription or Title 
the other ffalms, even wi th x hole wh cn n t m 

in the Hebrew. Thus ffalm i)f . has it hi I " le in y ^ 
tion, Vifcourfe concerning the rray of ^^^^ m U is en ti- Md. 

and his Church, they nave P 1 * . . . t tnis w hich wc in 

Contents of thefe fcxpUnations of t he. , and ms 

comparing the Mf^ ^J^ m ^ m telfe at the end 

fa of the HvVH, a J dth l; h f t hf"v«fo which oftentimes 
intheSyriack 5 nor any other Tranflation. 
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To proceed, It was neceffary for us to make this Obfervation of 
the Verfes in the Syriack Tranflation, that we may not be furpriz'd, 
when We find the number of Verfes mention'd at the beginning of each 
Tfalm, agrees not with the Verfes as they are at prefeht roaik'd. For 
example, The Syrians reckon 1 4 Verfes in the firlt Pfalm, where we 
reckon but 7. They make 28 in the fecond, where we count but 1 3 . 
They in Pfalm 3. count 17 Verfes, where we reckon but 8. and fb 
of the reft > fo that they count as many more Verfes as we at prefent 
do. Thefe fame Verfes are fct down at the end of moft of the other 
Books, with the Sections and Chapters, as we have already largely 
explained, and therefore we need dwell no longer hereupon. We may 
only obferve, that the Syriack Tranflation is more exa& in fomc pla- 
ces in the Englijb Volyglotte, than in the French one'-, befides, that in 
the laft Volume of the Englijh Volyghtte, the various Readings of the 
fevcral Syriack Copies of the Bible, and fome other Critical Obferva- 
tions, are inferted. But for all that, there are many faults in this laft 
Edition of the Syriack Tranflation yet left, which might cafily have 
been corrected. 

To fpeak in general, there is much confufion in the Syriack Co- 
pies of the Bible, which are lefs exa& than the Jew'tfh Hebrew Text, 

MaRtit. 01 tne Septuagint Tranflation. MaftHt would have done well to have 
publiuYdas much of the holy Scriptures as he had tranflated, from 
the Greek Septuagint into.Syriack,from the Hexaplajlof Origen. This 
ancient Syriack Tranflation would be of great ufc for the reitoring of 
the Greek Septuagint Text, whereas that printed in the French and 
Englijb Polyglottes, being made from the Hebrew, is of no great ufc, 
becaufe it has not only been alter'd by Tranfcribers, but it has in ma- 
ny places been fitted to the Septuagint, or rather to the Arabick and 
Syrian Tranflations made from the Septuagint. If the Greek Tranlla- 

Gtmi tionof St. Ephrem's Works, which Gerard Vo$m> Dean of tongm^ 
has tranflated out of Greek into Latin, be true, we cannot doubt but 
the Syrians at that time made ufe of the Septuagint tranflated into 
their Tongue. 

As for the Syriack Tongue, in which the Syriack Tranflations of 
the Bible were writ, without doubt it is very ancient, and if we will 
believe the Syrians, it is the tirlt Tongue of the World. However it is, 
this at leaft is certain, that the ancient Chaldee, which was Abraham's 
and the other Chaldean's of that time's Mot her- Tongue, may beal- 
fo call'd Syrian \ wherefore it is unneceflary to enquire too curioufly, 
whether thefe two Tongues differ one from another. Thus we fee a t 
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«hi. d,v that the Syrians call their Tongue Jnttfanty either CW- 
j Pi • f ThT ii howcverfome i difference betwixt the tyrw* 

Sft'rThe. oK And befides, this laft Syri* Tongue may be divided 

thexr Books writ in the Babylonian Language. Ua trie contrary, »nc 

«hn have at Diefent Patriarchs who take this Title, >»nouw> tnc » 
dtdl not at XS>ve alfo their Books writ in the S»r«»Ton 6 «e, 

SS wr^-et'ltetve, That the gteat nnion be.wi« .he 

moflated into Syriack, no one "° ^'SVind T is to this 

been in the SyMjuA Chaldee, whereof there ate fome m the byriacK 
Tranflations of the Bible. | 
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I (hall not treat here of the Cbaldee or SyriacK Dialed*, which has 
beena long time us'dV the beaf I (hall (peak more parti- 
cularly hefeupon, in examining the Cfcfcfc* Paraphrafes, which the 
Jews call largum. I (hall only add to what has already been obferv d 
/oTcerning the SyriacK Dialed, that the Chandlers of. this Tongue 
differ not much From the ancient Cbaldtan Letters, which the W 
brought from Babylon, and which they yet make ufe of in their He- 
brew Copies of the Bible. There has hapned no other alteration 
unto them, than what ufuallydoes in a I Languages for the more 
convenient writing of them. The SyriacK Cop.es of thcBiblc which 
are in the Fre«c/, and Evglijk Polyglottes, are writ in Jacobite ot Mm* 
lite Characters, which differ as little as can be from the Babylonian or 

N ttr t°he Voweh which have been added to this Tongue we may 
obferve, that theSyriack in this wholly agrees with the :Hebrevv 'i 
and the efore we ought to applv what we have already ^ of the 
Points invented by the Majforet jms, to the Points wruch the Gram- 
LriWor^Critickshavelikewife invented, for the l.m.tmgof 
the reading of their Tongue. Their ancient Vowels, A I, and V 
or as they call them, Olapb, Jud^Vau, not bang fufficie«-,t to de- 
termine now every word ought to be read, they have invented Points 
inimitationofthe>xtofiKthe Reading and ttotoikw 
«er of reading theSyriack, is not more .nfall.ble than the Mafforet 
The moft reafonable thing methinks we can fay hereupon s, hat th s 
pointing has not wholly depended upon the fancy of particular per- 
fons, but has been fet down according to the commonly receivd 

• CU wT'are not to imagine, that they who firft caus'd the Syrian Tran- 
flations to be printed in Europe, which we at prefent have, added all 
the Points as we now find t£em. They only put fome which were 
wantingin the Manufcript Copies which they ™de ufe ol . A^that 
we may more throughly underftand this n™.™*^ 1 "* 
are to obferve, that the Syrians when they add any Point a in then: 
Manufcripts, they only put what they think are neceffary ****** 
termining of the fence" fo that there are not Points over every Letter^ 
as thereoughttobe, for the right pronunciation of the whole words * 
wherefore it wasneceffary to fupply the other Points wh.ch were : w an- 
ting, according to the Rules of Grammar, which has not been always 
infaUibly don?. It would perhaps have been better to have prin- 
ted the Manufcripts Copies, wife thofe Points only which we>c 
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fheXh-t^aveadd^^ 

ting. Every one might hav efupp ™« b the Copies where 
w tf er eas this liberty feem filft pu bli(hMaGo; m*m 

all the Points are fet down. w,dm *2 ™ A printing it withM 

py of the New Teftament in Syriack did w 1 in prmt. ^ ^ 

thofe Points only which were " Jj'SiSy the wlntingof thefe 
others might eahly be fuppli d , and ^'Jjg^ To 6 condud e, 
laft Points, hinders the : fence J^^^V othet Pdtos 

be laid afide. r>:r™,^ e noon this Subied*, amongft 

There were, however fM^%^Jy ekly judge 
thofe who printed the French ' h thcy writ , con cer- 

how idle their Difputes were M nSto be rightly 
ningfome Syriack .^^J^^^ Difpute, under- 
pointed. I dare affirm that he wt\o occ* whichare nt to be 
hood not Syriack. But let us leave theft w 
touch'duponin genera], J^^^fSw thalby W 

C Tnt Whe^ fo little ^Synack Tran flag- 

on of the Old Teftament, we ough g to ' tneir own 

taken the liberty of reviewing their ^ £^4 their other 
fancies, and of preferring ^^.^^VSy have very im- 
Tranllations made from the : Scptuag nt . ^ Latinf have 

properly made a fixture of J^^^^hmus Ecclefi- 
chang'd feveral things in fome of the W cottM their S y- 

aftical Books, we Hnd I not ^^^X««r Cbald.an 
riack Copies of the Bible, tor and we moreover 

Miflal printed at Rome, ^" J"^ So corrected feve- 
know, that the Mmomus of Mount Ltban tavcw o ^ 
„1 other Books by the but we hnd no ^ rf 

been any fuch Order givc^forthe con « ingot t . n 

the Bible. The N^ CW ^ J^^'^thc prcflure of their 
outward (how to the Church of Kome, through P ^ 

aff airs, <^fi^ Books the 

re-union morecahe , ana mty ^ Name 
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Name of Tbeodoret and Ntftoriusy and fome other things which were 
contrary to the opinion of the Church, but they never medled with 
the Books of the Bible, which they have always left untouch'd. 

Although the Pope's Miilionaries did all they could to reform the 
Nejimans Taith, which are call'd Chriftians of St, TbomMy and corre* 
cted improperly enough fome of their Syriack Books, they however 
'Mix. Mi- never corrected their Tranflations of the Bible. Altxti Menefes, of 
ntf, Hift.of the Ordqr of St. Augujtine, who was made Archbiftiop of Goa t and 
the Enfty ^0 t00 j{ the Title of Primate of the Eaft, did indeed all he could to 
crefflnthe ?" e $ uce tne ^ e Chriftians to the Church of Rome, He introdue'd many 
reducing things anew into their Ceremonies > he alter'd their Mijfals^nd other 
of thecbri- Service-Books » but we find not that he undertook the correcting of 
ftians of their Bibles. Although Menefes^ or the other Miilionaries , (who 
st,H)omaf. jometinies have ftretch'd their power too far in thofe Countreys) 
fhould in their Synods have order'd the Syriack Tranflations of the Bi- 
ble, us'd by the Chriftians of St, HhomaSy to have been corrected, their 
Orders concerning the Scriptures would have fignifi'd nothing, fincc 
they have at prefent feveral Syriack or Chaldee Books uncorrected, 
which the Miilionaries of thofe Countreys had reform'd. As they 
liayenp Printing amongft them, there can be no great number of cor- 
rected Copies made, which in feriesof time will be neglected, and 
when they want new Copies, they go to the true Copies which were 
never corrected. 

Thus it is impoiUblc to alter the Books of thefe Chriftians of the Lc- 
vanty until their re-union eomes to be of an ancient date » and even 
then it would be very hard, without fupprcfling all their Manufcripfs, 
and printing of thofe lame Books with all the alterations that ought 
to be, as has already been done to the Syriack Office of the Marionites, 
whereof no Manufcript Copies are to be found, ffnee the printing of 
their Eccleliaftical Books at R »me. But this lias not been done to the 
Tranflations of the Bible, which the Latins have not medled with; 
and although fome of the Jacobites are re-united to the Church of 
Rome, they have yet all the fame Syriack Copies of the Bible, becaufe 
their Books has only been corrected in things relating to Faith, and 
fome particular Ceremonies. To conclude, Were it not that 1 fhould 
be tedious by too long a digreilion, I would (how, that the Reforma- 
tions made by the Miilionaries of Rome, in the Faith and Ceremonies 
of thefe People, have moll of them been made without judgement, 
becaufe they have neither known nor throughly examined their Faith. 
But I have already fpoke enough concerning the Syriack Tranflations 

of 
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BOOK afs t0 the Arabians, Cvphtts, JEtbhpr 

*tl%£l * from *■ ChnKh of 

Rome* 



chap. xvi. 

of thefe different Rations. 

^Here are two ^^ISm 
1 the one made by the ft*,, and the ot her oy exa . 

foil fpeakof the ^X hC r A^oT the oto, there perhaps will 
mine the J^^^^^ztS^ *™ we ought to fup- 
be no great need of treating of ttemat» re e, thofc 

pofethat they have been ^f^^^dfeof* wherefore 
which fome People of the ^'SJ^rarSation of the Pentatettcb t 
I reckon not amongft them ^ An^k ™» d methinks bcen . 
printed at Rome trom the Vulgar J ^» n ^ flationsof the Scripture 
moreproperto^ 

us'd by the Eaftein Church, than to give : Wcttern. For 

fl a tion>ich had only beer jJS^KprcteodeJ not by its 
as has already been obferv °Srioi of othei Nations* and 
Decree, to obihucfthe ancient T ran \ ,a "°" s L aw upon them, which 
therefore we ought not to ^ffi^^^coinetoie^. 

^ss:* ™- 

Vat 4hf^Tranfla,o« 

caufe they are not ancient and th « ™^ c * the ^*Tran- 
negligently madefrom the ^^"f*^ WC re madeno longer 
flations of the Bible wh,ch J^^^ of many Provinces, 

than fince the ^ 

which afterward fpoke Arab c^ d<. Scriptures only in. 

Jacobites, Mationites, or Keftomns-, readme nuiy y ^ 
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the Syriac1{ Tongue, which we before fpoke of. The Chriftians of 
Egv/>tor Cophtys had alfo Tranflations of the Bible writ in theCopb- 
iicl^ Language, and all thefe People preferve to this day thefe ancient 
Tranflations* which are only underftood by learned men. As then 
the Arabick Tongue had fpread it felf through all thefe Nations, and 
that there were few perfons who underftood thofe former Tongues, 
'twas neceflary there fhould be new Tranflations of the Bible made, 
as alfo of moft part of the Offices of the Church in the Vulgar Tongue, 
from their ancient Tranflations. The Syrians then tranflated their 
Syriack Tranflations into Arabick > and becaufe they have two forts 
6f Tranflations, one made from the Hebrew, and the other from the 
Greek Septuagint, we find alfo two Arabick Tranflations > where- 
fore we find at the end of fome Books of the Bible tranflated into Ara- 
bick, that they have been tranflated from the Hebrew» that is to fay, 
from the ancient Syriack Tranflation made from the Hebrew. The 
other Arabick Tranflation amongft the Syrians, which is called the 
Septuagint, was alfo thus taken from the ancient Syriack Tranflation 
made from the Septuagint. And befides, as the Syrians had tranfla- 
ted the Greek Septuagint in the Hexaplas of Owens, with the Afte- 
xicks, little Lines, and other Marks, which we before fpoke of, into 
their Tongue, thefe fame Hexaplaffes have been tranflated out of Sy- 
riack into Arabick. Some perfons however may have made Arabick 
Tranflations from the Septuagint, cfpecially they who are of the Seel 
of the Melchites, who have tranflated into Arabick moft of the Books 
of the Office ufed by the Greekj. But the Arabick Tongue not fprea- 
ding it felf in the Levant, till after all thefe Se<fts, who had already 
tranflated the Scripture into their Tongue, it is much more probable, 
that molt of thefe Tranflations were not immediately made from the 
Septuagint, but from other Tranflations , which had before been 
made by the Septuagint. 

This being granted, it is eafie to be proved, that moft of the Ara- 
bick Tranflations of the Bible can be of no great ufe, fincewehave 
the Hebrew Text, the Greek Septuagint, and the ancient Syriack 
and Coptick Tranflations. Befides , that the Arabians have took a 
great deal of liberty in tranflating, and that the Tranfcribers have 
not been exaclin writing out of their Copies, and that they have vc- 
• ry often unskilfully mixed two Syriack Tranflations together) fo 
that there are many things in the Arabick Tranflations, which are 
fuppofedtobc made from the Hebrew, which belong to the Greek 
Sepjuagint, and confequently could not have been taken from the 
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B ° ° ™ is 1 manv of thefe faults in the Arabick Tranflation of 
Hebrew. We find many ot tneic ia Po i M i 0 m, and yet we 

tion ' r t ^Ar^rt the fame faults as there are in the Syri- 

There are for the moft part the _ lame ta ^ 
ackTranflation whence it was t tollowedthe 

fcribers have made others an ^ h 4Vla C kTranflation of Jojhua made 
Greek Septuagint, or rather h e Sy n ckT u ^ 

from the Septuagint^ and laftly, th : Intorpre ^ ^ ^ [n ]ofIu>2 . 
Paraphrafer than a Tranflator. In Chap.^ , { w M j 
the Hebrew, as alfo \r i the ^f^^,^ l^Land 
«ive to the Children of ^1™^™,% Jacob.l InVerfe 3 . of 
ihich J have promifed to ^f^fcf ^ ly realon the Interpre- «*»• » 
thefameChapter the fenceis w 7^r m c foregoing words, whereas 
ter has joyn'd the word m Idemfi wuh the *>r g he has 

he ought to have joyn'd it m * «^ ^ but according 

mnflated, [At Wvefrd mto f£<'»> h <£' oaU J th J e ancie „ t Trail- 
totheprefentHeb^ 
fl*f ir>m the fence ends at tneie wuiu>, L / 

flwl; IF*** ^^tSiirfi rf. Verfe, where we JoO*.* i 

In the 2d. Chapter of the lame took * y/shittiml 
r ead in the Hebrew asalfo ma the anc ^ ^ 
which is the name ot a «aa, inc n . f ha a fent two In- 
Aaphorim, and the ArabickTranflation 

fidels for Spies. But the ^^^a^^ he has n0t 

miftakes in this place, as alfo m many o , ^ ^ . fpokc 

ly underftood the fence of his Author, ujp ^ 

of here, and there is nothing chapter, where he J*** 

prefers Tranflation of the . Vafc ot tw 3 h as 

nastranflated ^^^^^J^^aidi a Place 
iUnfidelet was the name of P are, ot^ n r w kXranflatot 
there fpoke of. The too great 1*«<Y ™^ has occalioned thefe 
of c^ T HSS Arabick , wherefo« 
fortspt Errors ^J*""^.^.;^^ as the Hebrew word 
in this place the Arabick word hgnines a vtuag , ^ ^ ^ 

C^r, and not iMU h Hebrew has, [Firry /* tk 

cj$3 we^U^ckTranflation, 
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Which ought to be attributed to the Arabian Tranfcribcrs, becaufe 
the Syriack agrees with the Hebrew, only there is Orom inftead of 
Adam y and the Latin Interpreter of the Syriack Tranflation has tran- 
flated Aram, 

Jolh.$.$>. 'In'Chap. 5. Verfe p. the Arabick Interpreter has tranflated, V/i- 
ctrcumqifed^ whereas the Hebrew Text has, Gilgal, as alfo the Syri- 
ack Trailflationmade trom that Text. It is probable that the Arabick 
lias herein followed fome Syriack Copy , which agreed with the 
Greek Septuagint, although the prefent Greek Copies agree with the 
Hebrew. 

Ebid. 12. In ¥lie fame Chapter, Verfe 1 2. the Arabick has Vamafm, inftead 
of Canaan, which is both in the Hebrew and Syriack i but wc fhall 
find many Examples of thefe forts of alterations in the Arabick Tran- 
flation. 

Tofli 6.24. ,n c ' ia P« 6 * Verfe 25. we read in the Arabick Tranflation, [Thus 
did Adam who was in the Houfeof Jfraef] which is neither in the He- 
brew nor in the Syriack, but only in the Septuagint, and that too 
with fome alteration » for they have tranflated, Ibus did Ozan who 
ivat of Bethel. 

In a word, The whole Arabick Tranflation is very incorred > and 
although it is faid in the end of this Book, that it was tranflated 
from the Hebrew, it deviates very often from thence. We find molt 
of the faults which are in the Syriack, with many others, which part- 
ly proceed from the Arabick Interpreter, and partly from Traufcri- 
Jofli.ii.1. beis. For example, In the nth. Chapter of this Book, where both 
the Hebrew and ancient Tranflations have, Jabin King ofHaz,or> wc 
read in the Arabick, Nabin Kingof Cafarea, as if HazorwzsCtfarea. 
Ibid. 10. And befides, in Verfe 10. of the fame Chapter, it is writ, that Jo- 
Jhua took the town of Coefarea, and that Cafarea heretofore was the capital 
City of all thofe Kingdoms. 

There are many other fuch faults in the Arabick Tranflation;wh.eh 
the Latin Interpreter might caflly have corrected, had he confulted 
the original Text and the ancient Tranflation » but inftead of corre- 
cting the faults of this Tranflation, he makes yet more, where the 
Jofh,8.a> Arabick words arc equivocal ; As in Chap. 8, of this fame Book, 
Verfe 5 2. inftead of tranflating according to the Hebrew, A Copy, or 
'another Copy of the Law\ he has tranflated, the loft Copy, becaufe the 
Arabick word fignitics both > he ought to have confulted the fence, 
and not the Grammar only. This fault is ufually found in all the La- 
tin Tranflations, from theArabick and Syriack Tranflations, which 
: «re in the Englijh and French Polyglot tu I 
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I (hall not fpend time here in obferving, hovy this Arabick Tran- 
fla ion the other Tranflations, and (he Hebrew Text 

n cSxS becaufe there is nothing more common than thefe for s 

OIU S infomeDlaces it agrees ne ther with the Syriack, He- 
Sw, STfc slraglnt! For example', In Chap. /JHwJ*^ 
Verfe "the Aratick Tranflation has it , that Jjm* dted at 120 
e\l \ n A vet we read in the Hebrew Text, as alfo in the an- 
Eft&L S bu»ni it ? Chapter ... of «h e to Bockjudg..*.,' 
V«fe S w"r«dintheA«bick, as alfo in the Syriack, I 3 oof.«« of 

IV 1 100 piemof Silnr. In Chaprerthe**. Verfe ij. of theftft »•»•♦• 
Sookof U *c Arabick aid Syriack have ... *« JHrMrMfe 
l8*to»<>f i«, butwereadintheHekrew.SeptuagiJt, and Vuteat, 
A £Z BffiSei to Chaptet <t. of the fame Book, Verfe i f . wflett Sam.*. 
'weSin the Hebrew, <Lk, ^J^^^Eg * 
in the Arabick and Syriack, 5070.. It » u » n f^2L ife A« 
the oehet various Readings concerning the Calculate, becaufe thet 

" "Names are alfo ill .ranfUtcd In .he 

Prfitoiinhis Trannation. and the Atabick has T*l#m, 

Book, Verfe 1*. where wc read in the Y £ btew and atKIcnt iraniia j 

theCH, of Mm-™,, the Arabick has 
as thefe faults are very Sequent, i! is enough for us to have fpofc! 01 

^ncT^^ 

proper Names in theW/tf, than m any other ?™^J* 

n there the Names ^^1^ 
Cttt Cwus* and feveral others fuch hke % Befides, thr At 
fla oKetimes changes the Hebrew Names into Arabick one^hUh 
figpifie the fame thWg: For 'example, 

cLkCafm m Arabick m^^^ n ^^^fS3S^ 
we may in a rdanrVef iumrfe the!* opinion who affirm, that W*t# 

w s«c the fitft Tongue ufthe World, and that the Names of Mm, 
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E V ev and fome others which are in Gene/?/, were chang'd by him who 
writor collected the A<3s of the Pentateuch. 

Sv If we have a mind to know more throughly how negligent 
the" r/wckTranflator has been, we need only read the other Books 
of the Scripture, which are more obfeure than thofe we have already 
g ven Examples of. We ftall find the ence to differ much more,both 
r^mt^OrKinal Hebrew and the ancient Tranilations : For exam- 
?V^^\TZk2. the^icfcTranflator has attributed 

**** &»^^&»W*»1*> ******* 
f Te?« 

tion proceed not only from the Interpreters and Tranfcribers but al- 
2 from the Grammarians, who have added Points to the Arabick 
Te^Mo make the Reading more eafie. We may then apply to the 
Arabick the fame Rules we have laid down in fpeaking of the He- 
' Sew and S r aA Tongues i and we may alfo change the pointing 
of the Arabick Text, when this alteration makes abetter fence, efpc 
dally if it be back'd^by the Authority of the Hebrew Text, or fome 

^ti^^o^ the Arabick inflations fcem to be of no 
«eat ufc, confidering how lately they were writ, and how negligent 
- ttl c^unflatoiswere, we may however "^f^*™ 
tage of the Tongue in which they are writ, becaufe « i the moft co- 
pious of any of the Eaftern Languages, and one may there find the 
CtrfpeaklikeaGrammarian) of many Hebrew words which 
an hardto It found elfewhere. It is true, that it is not fo nigh the 
Hebrew as either the Chaldee or Syriack yet we may r however ^find 
fomcthing of the Hebrew in the Arabick. And as this kft Tong* 
hu: always been preferv'd, we may thence learn the proper hgmhea- 
Iton of fcverTfiebrew words, as alfo of ^ agc^bctg 
than in theRabbins Books, who fometimes _makc ufe Aeteok Be 
fides, the W as we have already in the firft Part ©f this Book ob, 
fcrv'd, bpWdtheArt of Grammar from the Arabian,, adding, 
thereto only fome fuperfluous Subtilties of their own. 

As for the Ckriflians of Ejyp* commonly call d Offer, I an of 
opto! it would be more aa&ntagious to confult carefully their an- 
Saiitos of the.Bible into L <W«X» thaathe Ara. 
hick ones, which we juftnow fpoke of, and which t 
whether faobim or Wteer, at prefent make ufe of. It is very 
irobable, thatthe C^Tranflations woe made from the OreeK. 
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c«f,,a e int which was heretofore read throughout Egypt , which 
fffifopk wUhoutdoubt tranflated in'^ ownL ^ **r. 
who has feen fome Manufcript Copiea of theBibk fa* 
is of opinion, that the (Mitt began totranilate he Sc i- 
P ^ ,Kout the fame time as was held the Council of Nteei but let 
Ef SS b of what age they will, this is certain, they are 
"■^5 ttoX Arabick ones? which were not made, as we have 
SSS^bfaJ^iM after the Oonqueft of the Arabians, who brought 
tW\t own Language into thoft Countreys. 

C« m»d efo g ^ an action in .he U W rf *E£3g3 

As this Tongoe was underflow ^ wUipjhould 

^Mn7o%^Tan5 
flaS'l Bib.e and .heir "M^^#5^S£ 
better prefervwgof < he & M.ft^T™.w lb only underftood by 

4& •* » and 

thL>hey have often ou^ 

to wtwm they havefotnetinvshadteroinuratne Be e 

bv reafon of the Miffionarics which have been len among 

Upon thefe occalions they foruple not to fubir,,, » *» W «J» 

prSend to embrace his Religion* but for »ll f that they never a it 

their Books, efpecially theit Tranilations of the Bible , I 

^-terhavingfp^o.^ 

need not enlargenpon the A*?™'™'^ at ^ 

T- ^^^™<£^f a£~*U, the ancient 
SWiiStaE* then ™« ^ 

I 2 
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j&QQks and Ceremonies from the Coptiel^ Church, ito which they fub- 
ipUted themfelves, it is probable that they took alfo from them their 
Tranflations of the Scripture. The Tongue they are writ in is calPd 
the Ethiopian, which is certainly the ancient /Ethiopian, having fome- 
thing of the Hebrew, as alfo fome Chaldee andAiabick words mix'd 
with it' i fo that thefe three Tongues make moft of the /Ethiopian 
language) in which the holy Scriptures of this Nation are writ. The 
I*3ngiWge the /Ethiopians fpeak at prefent, agrees not with the old 
/Ethiopian Tongue, in which their Tranflations of the Bible, their 
Uturgies,and other Ecclefiaft ical Books are writ. They alfo call their 
Tongue Chaldee^ if it was, the ancient Babylonian Chaldee f torn which 
it-howeyejp ^iiT^rs^Uhouglv there are many Chaldee words in it. They 
have beli&'s a particular Character, and they make no Points inftead 
of V6wj?l$ under their letters, as the Hebrews, Arabians , Cbaldtant, 
and Syrians do, but.each Letter makes a Syllable, being made both 
pf a Vowel ancj ponfonant. 

The tfahnt and Cantitles in this Tongue agree with the Septuaginf, 
andliot wifh th^lJebrewTcxt. They are of the fame Faith as the 
C^/€^, ; ajid.thcy,hayebiit one Biftiop, which is fent them by the Pa- 
triarch of.the Cfltbtt*, It is true, they heretofore came to Rome to 
Johnttr- ^fireia.patri^rchjv but what befel JohnBermtedes, who was made 
mdis. Patriarch of $\ /Ethiopia, and confecrated at Rome at the /Ethiopians 
refluefty who pretended that for the future they would have no Bi- 
fljops but what flbould come fromRpne, plainly (hows us, that all their 
He-unions to tjic, Church of Rome were only counterfeit, and lafted 
no longer than till they thought they had fettled their Affairs. 
TtrfiMh * N it true that t\vt€hrij}ians,oi ?erfia had heretofore the whole 
Scripture tranflated into their Tongue,as fome Fathers feem to affirm, 
there is nothing of this ancient Tranflation lef t,which without doubt 
was made from the Septuaginf. The Ptrfian Tongue has been much 
alter'd fiuce that time, chiefly by reafon of the mixture of Arabick, 
which it is partly at prefent compos'd ©f i having loft its ancient 
Characters* it ufes at prefent none but the Arabian, which it has fit- 
ted to its own way of pronunciation. This is however certain, that 
the Ftrfians had heretofore Characters of their own, whereof we find 
Tome in ancient Medals. As for, the Tranflations of fome parts of the 
Bhle into this Tongue, which we have at prefent, they can be of no 
great ufc, fince they were but lately made. 
Armnianu T\\e Armenians have fome Tranflations of the whole Scripture into 
thejr Tongue pretty antient, which were made by fome of their 

Do- 
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Dotfors who had learn'd Greek, and amdnaft others by Mofes the 
Grammarian, and David the Philofopher, Who liv'd near St. Cbryfi- ^/i 
font's time, whom many Doctors believe to be the Author of the Ar- 
menian Characters. But the Armenians make a holy Hermit call d Mtfrq. 
Mefrop, to be the Author of them, who invented them at a Town 
call'd Bala near Euphrates jmd> who liv'd in StXhryfofiom's time,whofe 
Works the Armenians have, tranflated into their Tongue. As it was 
hard to get any whole Bibles writ in Armenian, by reafon of thegreat 
charge thereof, James Charatlri the Armenian Patriarch in the year j am tscba> 
1662* commiflion'd Vfcan Bifhop of Tufchuavanoh, to fee fome Ar- r *llri. 
menian Bibles printed in Europe. Wherefore this Armenian Bifliop be- Vfun^ 
ing by Order of his Patriarch come to Rome, and having liv*d there 
about 1 5 months, he went in the year 16*64. from thehce toyfajfcr* 
dam, where he printed at his owh toft an Armenian Bible in 4 to ; and 
the New Teftament in 8°, and fcveral Other Armenian Books. This 
Biiho^afterwards came into France* and printed feveral other Arme- 
nian Books u Marfeitls with the King's leave i Co that the Copies of 
the Bible which heretofore were very fcaree amongft the Armenians, 
are now pretty common. ' ' ' t 

We might by this means eafily corred both the Books and the 
Faith of the Eaftern People, but it would bte hard to introduce Prin- 
ting amongft them, and I think there are only the Greeks and Arm** 
nidSmho make ufe thereof. The Armenians were drawn hereto by 
the advantage which they hop'd to make of their printed BbOks,which> 
they have lince, by reafon ©f theirCommerce, firatter'd through- 
out their whole Nation, which at prefent is not fettled, but changes 
according to their Trade, efpecially iirice theConqueft of Armenia 
by Schah Abaf, King of Ferfia. This Prince ruin'd many of their *** * 
Churches, and thofe which are at prefent ftandin^ are ma very ill ' 
condition this was partly the reafon why they fled to the Pope, and 
re-united themfeWes to the Church of Rome. ■ 

There Wert but fome Armenians who were thus re-united to the 
Church of Rom?, who alter'd fome of their Books, the better to con- 
form themfelves to the Romijh Faith v but they never made any alte- 
ration in their Bibles. BHhop^/w» caus'd them to be faithfully prin- Vftam. 
ted from good Manufcript Copied, unlefs he may have imitated the 
Tables'in the Latin BiWes v at ltaft he had a defign fo to do, and to 
print a Table Of the things containM m the Bible, to fapply irifomc 
fort the want of Concordances, which arc only us'd by the Latin 
Church, whence the -Jmiil laft have borrow'd them. Toconcludc, 

The. 
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The farce Biihop Vfcan told me, that the Armenian Tranflation was 
made from the Septuagint by Mofis and David before-mention'd. 

There is yet fomething remaining of thefe ancient Armenian Chur- 
ches, and the Armenian Patriarch refides at Egmiafin > although there 
are Schifmaticksarnonglithem,and efpecially the Archbiftiop of Ada- 
mat, in the Ifland of the gteat Lake of Vafturacan, who refutes to 
obey-the Patriarchof Egmiafin, and he has took upon him the Title 
of Patriarch for above 500 years. He has 8 pr 9 Biftopricks under 
him, but the lurkf are continually ruining of his Churches. The Pa- 
triarch of Egmiafm has 1.7 or 18 Biftiopricks under his Jurifdic^ion, 
and feveral Monafterics which acknowledge his Power. 

I (hall fay nothing here of the Armenians Belief or Difcipline> be- 
f aufe every one knows that they have for a longtime been of the Se& 
of the Monopbyfttes, or Jacobites, whofe opinions they very obftinate- 
Jy defend, although moll of them underhand them not, and their 
.pretended Herefie confifts only in imagination. They have always 
held great Difputes about Religion againft the Greeks, who at this 
prefent deifpife them » in a word, they underftand Traffick better 
than Divinity. The great charge which Bifhpp Vfcan was at both in 
Holland and at Marfeilis, for the printing of their Bible, and feveral 
other Books, proceeded not fo much out of charity, as out of hopes 
of felling them at good rates tothofe of his Nation : And this makes 
■me believe he has made no alteration at all in them j whereas iNhey 
had been printed at Rome, and review'd by the Inquifitors, it is pro- 
bable fome things would have been alter'd. 

At. their Re-union to the Church of Rome, they prpdue'd a certain 
A&of Rc- union to K ome, in the time of the Emperor Confiantine, 
Sylvtfcr an( * fyM** King of Armenia, under Pope Sylve^er^ and Gregory Pa- 
Ougorjf triach of Armenia but this Act and fome others mention'd by Gala- 

GiUn. in mm, feems to be fictitious, and invented only for the making of their 
Concil. Re-unions more eafie,efpecially that under Pope Innocent the HI. The 
Ecclcf. ^ rmen ians however believe it, to the end they may prove the Anti- 
tow.' CUm <iwty of their Patriarchs againft the Greeks. There are many Armeni- 
ans who to this day ftand to thefe Re-unions, and are obedient to 
the holy See > and there are at prefent many Latin Armenians, who 
vigoroufly maintain the Intereft of the Church of Rome, againft the 
others whom they call Schifmatic kf. They are fometimes very much 
divided hereupon* becaufe their Bifhops often make, their Religion to 
comply with their private Intereft. But although this, has occaiion'd 
, the altering of their Mijfals, and fome other ot their Books of Cere- 

ir.o- 
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B ° ° K c*j ^,ii t tL have ever corrected their Bibles, be- 

differ both in Faith ^OultoiM^C^ 
now pafs to the Jemjb Synagogues, who have alio tnc u 
ted into feveral Languages. 



CHAP. XVII- 

Tuitions or Paraphrafes upon the Scripture made hy tht 
^ WkS^ the fiellemft Jews ever read mtlmr 
jews. v\ newLT f, Septuagtnt Tr*n- 

Tv. n,hrfi» Toneae notbeineany mote fpoke by the Jowaftee 
SSJSSprivit?, their Bofitow began «? 
,he utTo&% in .Tongue S3 2 

continually Schools where they taught tins law. ™»#"$' h ™ 
Sr««U all thefe f-*T«*lta ■ be- 
have at prefent. Now this cuftom of reading the ^holyj W^J* 

ftfiS. ta* fheT^.into the *^£3gg& 
comesni(!htheRitytai«>ot«ncientCl»ldee, on '»'?!,V' t ™6 1 ^"' 
a Sn> exa&anj it yet retains foraethingof the Hebiew. They 
h,« l"ne S«Mranllatedfo« thofc who fpeak AtabKk. The 
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t mitts. Car'aittf of Ctnftantbwple make ufe of a Tranflation Of the Fentattttcb 
into Vulgar Gfeek, which the othcif Jem who undcrftand the Vul- 
gar Greek, make ufe of alfo » and thefe latter Jem have took the 
pains to have it printed. The Caraites have peiides fomc Arabic* 
Tranflations,which they read where Arabick is fpoke i and the other 
Jtm have moft of the Books of Mofes tranflated into their Vulgar 
Tongues.: Thefe Tranflations are not ufaally writ in good Language, 
betiaufe the Jews have almfcft always endeavour'd to render the He- 
brew words according to the rigor of the Letter > wherefore this Lan- 
guage may very Well be call'd, as we have already obferv'd, The Lan- 
guagt of the Synagogue, We may however obferve, that the Jews read 
in their Synagogues only the Hebrew Text, and no Tranflation at all j 
fo that thefe Tranflations are only read in their Schools, where they 
teach the Scripture, and the Traditions of their Fathers. Thus when 
Jews a- we fay that the Arabian Jem read the Law of Mofes in Arabick, the- 
wW^Ftr-Pf^ninPerfian, thofe of Cafa in Turkifti, we ought only thereby 
fr*!n to un ^ erftan< * tne Expofitions or Paraphrafe* which the Doctors make 
Turtyh. . n tJje Synagogues, which ferve inftead of Schools, and not the true 
reading of the Law, becaufe this laft reading is alway to be in He- 
brew.- ••• l ' ,■ »;V .,' , l v ■■ , ' ' ■ , 

mum® We have reafbn to doubt, Whether the HeMifl Jem hcte'tofore 
Jtws. yeat j 0 ^ y i n t hcit Synagogues the Septuagmt Tranflation, as is com- 
monly beltev'd. On the contrary, 'tis mote probable that .the HeVe- 
nifs^w^o underftoo^ no(Pebt(8w, read this Greek Tranflation only 
as an Expbfijtion or Paraphrafe ijuft.as in the Synagogues of theJFnrx 
of Kabylon, J<nif*lm and otrier . Places where Chal?ee .was; fpoke, 
there Wag an "Interpreter who madeParaphrafes upon the Hebrew 
Text inChaldee. Befides, the words Synagogue and School, may 
have been confounded, becaufe the /wwufually take one for the 
. other* and the Synagogue ferves , inttead of a School, where they 
have- no School apart joyn?d tO; their Synagogue. They call thefe 
Sthoolfc, Bet MfflVdf, BmfeofExpofitim becaufe they therein explain 
the LaW and their Traditions. It is then very probable* That the 
Heltentf Jewt as well ais the others, read the Law 10 Hebrew in their 
Synagogues, only with this difference, that they joyn'd the Greek 
Tranflation as a Paraphrafe to the Hebrew Text. This plainly appears 
Mh^m tfiJitfiman'sCvnJiitmioHS, wlpie the Scptuagint is faidtbbea 
flit S*"TtWlMk»4 which the HeBettifls read with the Hebre w Text of the 
4 * L*wi ocftdrs, thi Check Tranflation has herein no advantage over 
any Other, fince the Jem are permitted to read the Bible in any other 

Tongue, 
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« which ordamM ^^T^^^^id, that 
the Synagogues m Hebrew only, becaule it ^ h Mnifijm To 

rufahm and Babylon. a ^ a ^J^^JS^^^tal^ tl«e We^ 
fpoke in the Synagogues of ^^£Sa«A^^ il weie a 
neverthelefs other Jem who f^ t Y^SsI«BW» of Hel ' 

Scriptures, and no. ^^£S^mi^^^ 
Letter.thcy look the liberty ol „ h h ct ° „„!, to aCcr.be . 

make the fence more complwt. tad I weougn rtnerc £• i . ^ 

,he great difference betwixt the O'^nU H ™ mM tte %ptu . 
P«to«Se the other ^' m \^^^^u W rm, ne*«>m- . 
»gint Tranflation »^ d t ^2ffi2Siii grounded™^ 

opon the Cuppos d Hillory ot^ro , r Tranflations or 

brewSamantan Tcxt, wh.cn is ^ p Sam „ ita n Tranflation 
maritan Charafters. It is.ptob^We that -p^, int „. 

C^ethSttarpofe. This Tranflation is .eryhteral, and 
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mtm^^sfid^ihtmiktw re^ unlefctfnforne placeswhcre 

to^GKft^rf W«Ww and this we ought chiety to take.no- 
k " ^ hl^gofthisS^ntaj inflation. Befad*, weare 
fttffidctxtly convinc'df that it was made from the Hebrew Samaria 
rS^Mt which it ufually agrees, when it differsfrorn theHebrcw 
5£#tSc » aUhou^it-is ver^literal^yet it deviates fometirocs, 
Where the Tianflfttor gwes-his private ^pinion. . 
■fiW Wttr jud^of. the Samaritan Tranflation, it is 

r« i , fit weKd here produce fome Examples thereof. In Chap, i. Gen. 

060,1 ' ^TWhScWeiLd in-theValgar, SpirUmVetferebaturfuper 
2Sf tf« -Samaritan Tfanflator has limited the Hebrew Verb toa 

BSfe as O*}^ f hisC^Para P hraie has 
a!* done v which fence itcwfimMty feme Hthers, 

Ii?Char> 2? of the fame Book,- there are fcvcral proper Names, 

Ge °' * efpedSh o>Rivers ^which the Sdmarkan-Tranflator has took the U- 
ffiX^iiofe which ^ he-thought agreed better wuh 
thofc of h%m?i whieh'method^ s very •lyable t© miltakes. 

Gen.*, i.. v $55* ipVp? Verfe- to, where wemd in the Vulgar, agree- 

tei hi tranLed, and the UitinTranflator, *«» but 

Site^^WtlMfaibeh and we ought to read M 
iwhlch'fiftniries Pjuenta, or Streams of Wlittr. . . 

*&r> 4Al : hRuf^llTl««p.« 9 the Xt an- 

* " »5veT 'ifo*** nlhas treated Wj/ 
Gca S . a 4 . 4*** Itt Gba P- 5- Ve r fe 2 * whereius faid, that God ttw, knock, 
hehas tranflated? An Ay&h *> f ^ . IitpM , fl>nce 
TheJSamaiitanTVWflSbr deviates yetrnore ^k^Xr 
In fon* Tothet places v which- proceeds eithe, from his ^n&othcr- 
wife hi the Hebrew Text, orfronvhis not r.ghtly underitantl.ng o 
Kce, and fometimes from his prejudices, wh.ch 
Sake oft Moftofthe JM» Transitions are herein faulty , , and be- 
Sthc tr^nflators oftentake too much liberty, and neglecl the 

^^StbTxanltion from this Samaritan Tranflation it 
M?t£m, opinionvefx exad\ cfpecially in thofc. places whcre£ 
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j J4 r . *i»p .Hebrew "Samariran Text > To that it hadjieed be re- 

nTl new o^de? It is true, that C^UH Obfcrvations «P* 
V1C t thU Tr«.flaS^ the ^.Volume of the Engl^TcM^ 
Z?MC^tot£*o«^o( it .ij but they are 
rfJt^l»-beiaei^«he8im«rtiM Tranflation is cortuptedin 
^Tolaces wWch ought tobc reftor'd before the correair&pf the • 
t^-SS^W^ it would be proper to have^veral 
<£pU and k Tcompare them together, for tne coweGingof the 
faults in the printed Copy. 



CH A P. XVIII. 

Of the Chaldaan Paraphrafes. Neither the Authors mr 
S tk time whw they were wade can certify t* ^Mom. 
%w they *re compost. Of the Cha dseari Tongue, artd 
the ftyk of thefi Paraphrafes. Of the ReformAttons m 
the Chaldaan Pointing) and whether they are to be al, 
lonfd of or no. Whether it was wed done to print theje 
Paraphrases , which in many places feem to favour the 
Jewifh Superftitions. i 

WE have already obfetv'd, that the Cbaldaan being grown the 
common Language of the Jews, the Dolors taurfit the 
People the Law of Mofes in this Tongue i and this was JheReafon 
whT h Dehors Gloffes have fince been pubWd, wWch «e calM, 
tarapkrafesot Interpretations. They are nor however fo a^iertt, Je- 
caufe it was a long while before thofe ancient Docjors ExppfiMons 
were redue'd to a'body of Paraphrafes > hut at 
thehardeft words the Interpretations thereof, and when theKeadet 

«ad one Verfe in the Synagogue, D°g» « ' ^f3j2 
c avc his Expolition upon it in Chaldee. This is the Reafon why >»t 
fjprefent find feverat Manufcript Copies of the Law, m niUoder 
wiih thea^« Paraphrafe, where after each Verfe of th? TTeXt, 
The Paraphrafe follows in another Verfe which cert in § 9*°™** 
from the ancient way of reading in the Synagogues withtnC Hebrew 
Text the Expofition thereof. Q 
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Onfyos. Ontylos is generally thought to be the Autho* pf the Paraphrafe 
Jonathan, upon the Pentateuch, and Jonathan o( that upon the Books which the 
JewsaW Prophetical, But if we diligently examine how thefe Para- 
phrases have been collected, it will be hard to prove either the Au- 
thors, or the tiirxe when .they were -collected. Several have been of 
dplpibn, that they were at >lcaft as old as our Saviour, and others on 
# thie Contrary have affirm'^, ;that they were but of a late date, and af- 
ter Jehm, becaufe he makes no mention of them in his Works. 
They might however be in St. Jeromes time, and yet he make no 
mention of them, for as much as they were made particularly for the 
Jews, and perhaps they were not then redue'd into a Body, as we at 
prefent find them. Some learned men have made Jonathan to be the 
Author of a Tranflation upon the Pentateuch s but the llyle of this 
laft Paraphrafe differs fo much from that of the other upon the Pro- 
phets, which this Jonathan is fuppos'd alfo to be the Author of, that 
any one^ without he be wholly ignorant of the Cbaldxan Tongue, 
muft rteceflarily fee that thefe, two Paraphrafes could not be nude by 
Father t^e fame Interpreter'. Father Morin however enlarges much hereupon, 
Mrin in ^nd gives many. Examples to (how, that the Paraphrafe upon the 
BlfcJ. fC c * Veniaimcb cannot be fo ancient as this Jonathan, as- if the moft learned 
Criticks were not of his opinion, andf had not diltinguifh'd betwixt 
thefe two Paraphrafes, which are both fuppos'd to be Jonathan's. 
They are almoft all of opinion, that that upon the Prophets is really 
Jonathan's, whereas that upon the Pentateuch has been but lately 
Known » and fome have made it to be Jonathan's, becaufe they 
knew not the Author of it> without having examin'd it. 

The proofe which are ufually brought from fome modern and bar- 
barous words, as alfo of fome Fables inferted into thefe Paraphrafes, 
are npt wholly convincing, becaufe it may be faid that thefe words 
were .adde^.in feries of : time, which thing ufually happens to moft 
Paraphrafes > and the fame may be faid of the Fables> which feem 
fiot'fo.Jbe very .ancient, becaufe fome Jews may have added them to 
the (jjoiTes of their Fathers. We may however prove the antiquity 
of the two rirft Paraphrafes by the purcnefs of their flyle, which is 
much neater than that of the Gbemara of theTalwd. It is probable 
then thatthey were writ, when the Chaldee had not fo much degene- 
^ated| as it had when the Ghemara was compos'd > and it is alio ve- 
ry probable that thefe Paraphrafes were colle&ed from ancient 
Glbfles, to which fome things have afterwards been added, as ufu- 
ally happens in thefe fort of Books. 

The 
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The Paraphrafe upon the Pentateuch, which is fuppos'd to beOd- WW* 
Mos's is pretty exatt, and word for word from the Hebrew, fo 
rha it may 1 1 manner be call'd a Tranflation. The other Para- 
phrafe u^on the Books which the Jem call Prophetical, and which i* 
fuoDOs'd to be Jonathan's, enlarges more 111 fome places > the llyle 
howem is very excellent, and different from theftyle of tlrofeDc* 
ttors who made the Gbtmarai but it is not without fome Stories, 

and ridiculous Gloffes. . , , 

We need not flay here to enquire after the time when, according 
to the lews, Onklo'tnd Jonathan liv'd > for betides that we have 
reafon to doubt, whether they were really the Authors qt thefe Para- 
phrafes, the V^Hlftories are very fabulous hereupon, and I won- 
der that there are any perfons fo foolilh, as to give credit to the 
Dreams in the Jewrifb Books. • rr . . . , n 

They read every Saturday a Parafcah, or Chapter of Olios'* Para- 
phrafe/ with a pJrafcah of 'the Hebrew Text.ot the ^wi they alfo 
it the fame time give theE*Poiltion or Paraphrafe thereof in their 
M^T^ Therirftlto doubt took this cuftom. from the, 
W who fwelt at Babylon and Jerufalem, where they hen (poke 
fee To conclude, There is nothing which^has help'd more to 
preferve the Bfc&rew Tongue, than thefe Paraphrafes or Gaffes of 
Kr a ncient Dodtors i and I this is the Reafon why the moft' learned 
&ffiM^^W«»u.lc to them in their Commentaries RMmu 

^^loalonehasendeavourM frore than a lHhe other W* u> 
W to make known the Cbaldtan Paraphrafes has fpokc very <«* 
fa gely hereupon in his Preface to his Chaldee ■ M^J^g 
tlJ TParanlirates we have under Jonathan's and Onkgloss Name, he 

ilinauifo it from the two former y he obfervf that this lair P^apriraie 

LaneuaRCS, for example, trom the Greek, Latin* and Perhan. 1 he 
rSof Jerufalem is writ in this barbarous Language of Jerufalem Kmdot 
S SVttaU why a certain Paraphrafe upon **A*J*£ 
hi* been call'd Tawtm , or Paraphrafe of Jerufalem, whicli diners 

teafon of the ne«nc& of Us ftyle, wh.ch comes n.gh the Unlaw ol 

^TtePmSSfeof J*4»m does not feetn to be foanelen. asthe 
jjmd of jL/to/for which Keafonthe flyle « n*re rode and 
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> Vj^3J$us,> and befidcs there arc rnore'Fables in it than in ihe Para- 
pjiraTe Lot Jonathan. 

T$ejtm> who will always pretend to underftand every thing 
cppccining .their own Nation, are for all that ignorant of the Author 
of t|ie Paraphrases upon the Books called, Haghgraphes. It is proba- 
ble ]that they were not collected by one and the lame Author. Elm 
tevitaaBtms, that*hcy were made by feveral perfons. Hediftin- 
guiftes the T*rg»»* upon the Book of Proverbs ^ and the Pfalms y 
from that upon the five Books » and we may fay that there have been 
^yetkiffrgumf upon the Hagiografhes, if we will believe the Rabbin^ 
whoigfye us an account of them. 

. AH Me Paraphrafes except that of Onkflos's and Jonatban\ feem 
to be of no great ufe, and perhaps there was no .great neceffity of 
R.Mtnab. fearching To diligently after them. R. Menabem de Recamti, in his 
deRtan. Commentaries upon the Law, mentions a Paraphrafe of Jonathan's 
upon the Pentateuch, which fome other Authors have alfo fpoke of > 
tut we ripe none which we can certainly call his > he had without 
jpuD^e^landtber Qbaldee Paraphrafe, which he without any rea- 
son dipjught was' Jonathan*** We cannot however deny, buf that 
fiie Jfrnrliave h^a feveral Paraphrafes upon the Books ofMofes *and 
it probajife enough that the jppi having prefer r'd sffl the Chaldean 
Parapnrales before that of Onfyosy the latter have remain'd in ob- 
fcjMty. 

To proceed, The Copies of thefe Paraphrafes, whether Manufcript 
or printed ones, differ much amongft themfelves, efpecially in the 
bowels and Pointings. There is indeed a Collection of thefe Variati- 
ons ? in the tf/k Volume of the Englijh Polyglott i but there may be 
made a far greater Collection from feveral other Copies, which have 
not there been confulted. The Reafon of thefe various Readings is, 
fcecaufe that at flrft the .Chaldee Text of the Paraphrafes not being 
pointed, the Jem wfco^fterwards added Points to make the Rea- 
ding more eafie, have put them in different places, accordingly as 
they underftood Chaldee, Some Chrifiians who underftood Chaldee, 
have alfo took the liberty to correct in many places, the old pointing 
of theChaldee of thefe Paraphrafes, and have guided themfelves here- 
in, by the pointing of the Chaldee in the Books of "Daniel and Efdrat. 
We find fome of thefe new Pointings in the Bible of Alcalajout more 
Mxtorf. of them in the Bible of Antwerp. And laftly, Buxtorf the Father,wbo 
printed at dafil a Hebrew Bible with the Chaldean Paraphrafes, and 
the Commentary of fome Rabbins upon the Scripture Text, has alfo 
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of * YCUim P»» P h«fes, he would ha "^ r " S^S^, 
det'din the ptintingof thefe Parcphtafes, 

■ong-taenegteaedthisn^ 

dee Tongue; Befjdes, «^ t '^^"teeMi«^l<''«heChtf-' • 
toe«toveobfe v d ™»«*J£, in fo m pWfo11ow 5 ' 

many other fuch ^W^'lW falfly * fo that wef 
himjeave out words, j«d .nterpre t ^ » e ^ aM ^ afcfs , T h few . 

are neverthelefs man r places ™* concerning which may r 
than wedotnour P^ftntHcbrew i^F^s, w ^ 

which (ignihes.Jr.M, oecwixi^ » .Theft fort of vartet ks> 
and Nifiam, whichfigiiihes, H ^^^JS^^^ 
betwixt theprefent Hebitiw ar^^ 

from the various pointings. We may h0 ^ver ai f4ther 
great liberty which the but- 

^;°r^ 
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the .»*m&*Bm -W^ay however .^ti^^ljta. 
PWuM SgWe bettef:, with the M^ T ex t, than any other, 
f^annatiorts, whether ancient, Greek, or Latin. 

T^VSW"©" 5 which thefc Paraphrafes were writ in, 
we need only obfervefn general, that the J«w after their Caprivuy 
b^xuZlhlon to J^«, the Tongue which was then ipoke 

, the one and the other Talmud were writ m this Chakfee, and moft 

a,™ Si I mean the Ghemara, and not Utfna which is writ « 
SSl4«w, which differs from 

As it is hard to keep Tongues in their purity, efpecial y tor btran- 
who have appropriated foreign Tongues to themfelves, t was 
£»for the Chaldee which the }tm fpoke, to be wholly free , 
Saw ^xture of their ancient Tongue v and thus they mix d the 
hTJ Sb ¥oL» Language, as trTe ]<*s oi Alexandra and the 
otherw/retainM fomethingcf ^J^.^SK^^ 
Greek Tonftie. We may then call the Chaldee which the Paraphra- 
fcsare wK a Hebrel CWAr, with this diflindhon only, that 
the W who dwelt within the Confines of j ft*fe fpoke Chaldee 

k te than they who dwelt ^ff^ c ^^S^^f % 
olaccs. There were amongft thefe lart, feveral Chaldee Dialcdts, as 
E^io^ Un0»8^ In fine/ Length of time occafion'd «na- 
iS^^^^^W* the W fpoke i and it became 
?o^Sous efpecially by reafon of its being mixt with fome other 
TMMMk that £ moft learned Jnwhaye at prefentmuch ado to 
«ad their ancient Books writ in this Language, which may be term d, 

' iKStt™*, which are very frequent ^^cCUd^ 
ParaSafe«pon the Pentateuch, which fome Jmv have publlfh d un- 
" p k Platnlylhow, that it xannot.be ;J"£* *e 
Sonof Wkk who liv'd a little before our Saviour s time. But it is 
v«y probable, that the Jms who knew not who was the Author of 
nSTalrJ it Jonathan^ thereby to make it more famous be- 
Sere was nether Paraphrafeof 

Mofes. In a word, It.is probable, that moft of thefe laft Paraphrases 



were collected out of the Memoires of fome fa^pus: Je^poaois, 
whofrNames are loft v and this Is the Reafon why we M fcveral 
E h, the Rabbins Books, which we know nothing of. 

ISes except thofeof 0*fo«nd J****"? •« of ? lat ! d ? C %? 

nie Snks that fome learned men will make them to beof fo 
3S. I fancy them to be lately made, not only becaufe of 
fome b^roul words and fables which they contain, becaufe fome 
SSi after thefe Paraphrafers may have mferted the.r 
oLtoioffes. But I rely upon the whole Body of thefe Paraphrafes, 
which ar writ in a fa different ftyle from that of the ancient Times, 
whet , £ : Chaldee had preferv'd fomethingof its purity amongft the 

J< A, for the Points which have been added to the Chaldee Text of 
As for the joints wmcn i neceffity for, our 

thefe Paraphrafes ^j^ 0 ^^^ they wei inferted 
[pending any time ^^^SSSTw^ no more fpoke, 

-rding ^ ^Jft 
ofoplnion, « ha,BTO 'f7',^?S,nde becaufe it Unto too modi 
before **^^^£SiSa k wooW be mote 

than to take away foil* which ate of nfe, thiS 
pli'd who. they ate once taken away. ^° ™ h K™E weteve 

writing tf ffiSwfc* Paraphrafes, but that would take up too 
runtime. It is enough to have fpoke hereofin 
n^ytakT care how wc Tread them, and not credit too eafily the Latin 
Tranflators of thefe Paraphrafes. '•> 

R As 
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. r t. r- «f »Vipfp Parar>hrafes, fome Authors have been of 
As for the ufe of thefe Parana es, Volume with 

opinion, afd^tS ASS we have of the Scripture > 

the Hebrew "^^^"ftood of the latter Paraphrafes, which 
which ought chiefly »K™g7 nln and foperititious Stories, 
are in a Barbarous ™° et S\hek laft Paraphrafes, becaufewe 

1 ?h u ®\ w f hich 

to wrefl ; the fence : rf ™*XXcZd*an Paraphrafes be of ufe or 
dices. ThisDifpute wheUi er the w Cardinal b mntSy who in the 
no, was much banded n he time ot ^ g 

*W- y cari5i5; F lnted u th p e ™ ^ it was reprinted under P/;% 
Paraphrafeur^nthePe,^^ ^ Moritanut 

Arias the H. in the great Bib] o lAg* , w 

Library^ ^JS^ftSL an S foperftitious GloiTes. iM* Mm- 

*ri». fe 5 upon the Old Teftament »nto this L the r adds, That ha- 
tiesand Blafphemies which ^SS^^^^k^. they 
*ing had fome Conferences with the W <^ highly com- 

«ely>d chiefly upon the Authotuy of J ^Kg^niiiies ii W- 
^ingKingP^thc^ 

at hUown charge. W*' «r» l*^Jr\> thm Rmm t rhilip- 
jmqm rttfmit* defewkbdnt , /«W4> '\U 
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turn 11. ad cctlnm extoVebant, qui ipfvmm ritut, eeremniap impimq, 
rbalmudfiin expenfis txmdh> ad quod addncebant Cantka t 7brenot,Ec- 
clefiafte^ Joh & 53 But all thefe Rcafons and feveral others 

which 1 pafs over, could not hinder the punting of the Chaldean pa- 
raphrafes in Mr. Le Ja/s Bible, and their being more largely re- 
printed in the Englijh Polyglott. Lhcm Brngenfis moreover aftrrrtf, uhu 
That they had been authored by 4* Spamjh Divines ; afiembled at gg- * 
Akala ot Complute, and by two ?*p*s who had approved of the Bible <jg; 
of tbilip the II. where tliefe Paraphrafes are printed. 

Thefe latt Chaldean Paraphrafes however are not of fo great ufe as 
fome have fancied, becaufe the Jem take advantage thereof, imagi- 
ning that we authorize their Dreams and ridiculous Superftitions in 
our Bibles, as if we look'd uponthefe Paraphrafes to be of as great 
Authority, as the ancient Tranflations they are joyn'd with. It is 
true, that Galatinus and fome other Divines have made ufe of thefe 
Paraphrafes, for the eftablilhing fome Articles of our Fajthagainlt 
the fan, efpecially thofe relating to the Meffiab. But although thefe 
are convincing proofs againft the Jeiw,being taken out of their Books, 
I do not think it at all advantagious to Ghriftiaoity, for us to rdorc 
to Books full of Fables. Moreover,the Ceremonies of the Jem feem 
there to be better eftablifh'd than thofe of the Cbrijiiansj and there- 
fore the victory which we pretend to get over the Jews by thefe 
Works remains doubtful i befides, that the paflages which we fancy 
favour our Religion, confiding moft of them in Allegories, the Jem 
may eafily wreft them to another fence, becaufe we cannot infallibly 
prove the truth of our Myftcries by Allegories. # 

As the Jtwifh Religion agrees in many things with Chriftiamty, 
it is no wonder that the Chaldean Paraphrafes, and other ancient aj- 
lefcorical Jtmjh Books, agree in general with thofe of the fhfiant, 
efpecially in the ways of fpeaking which relate to the Meffiah, and 
that we rind feveral Proprieties explained according to the holy fa- 
ther's fence. But when in the Difputes with the Jem, we come 
more particularly to difcufs thefe fame places of the Scripture, they 
affirm, that general Allegories ought not to deftroy the literal fence : 
On the other lide, they (how that their Ceremonies arc particularly 
defcrib'd in thefe Paraphrafes > therefore the making ufe ot them 
even againft the Jem, can be of no great ufe to Chriftiamty. 

The Chaldee Tongue in which they are writ is of greater ufe, be- 
caufe fmce Hebrew has been loft, and that we areobhgd to go to 
other neighbouring Tongues, to under ftand the proper figmhcation 

R 2 - 01 
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ofm^mjHf&ev? words, there are 00 Tongues can.be of greater 
JUiran^e tous for the reftoring of the Hebrew, than the Chafcfec- and 
Syriack , becaufe they come nigher the Hebrew than any other 
Tongues. To which we may add, that moft of the Paraphrafes ha- 
vingbeentaken from the GlolTesof the ancientjfen^ Doctors, they 
may be of great ufe for the illuflrating of feveral places of the 
Scripture. 



CHAP. XIX. 

Of the other Tranjlations or Paraphrafes upon the Bible 
made by the Jews into feveral Languages \ with criti- 
cal Observations upon fome of thefe Tongues, and efpe* 
dally upon the Vulgar Greek. 

BEfides the Tranflations or Paraphrafes upon the Scripture we have 
already fpoke of, there have been feveral others made by private 
R,SMdias Jms into fcveial Languages. R. SaadiasGaon, or the excellent, who 
Cm. fiv»d, as has already been obferv'd, about the year poo. writ a Tar. 
gum or Paraphrafe upon the whole Bible in Arabick, although we find 
nothing thereof but the Pentateuch which has been writ at Conftanti- 
mie in Hebrew Characters, and lince printed in the Englifh Polyglott 
in Arabian Characters. It is alfo very probable, that the Arabian Pen- 
tatmcb in the FnmhPolyghtt, -wascompos'd by the fame Saadm,z>- 
thoiiigh it has been corrected in many places *, for if we carefully ex- 
amine thefe two Copies of the Arabian Pentateuch, we may eafily dil- 
cern that they are both one mans, and that all the difference betwixt 
them confifts only in fome Alteration and Corrections, which have 
kn designedly put in. It is hard to judge who is the Author of 
thefe Corrections > and I am perfwaded we ought not to conclude 
from the Title only, where we read, as is ufual before all Mahometan 
. Books, In the Name of God the Merciful, that the Author of this Cor- 
rection was a Mahometan, becaufe fome Mahometan may have been 
poflefs'dof the Manufcript Copy, who may have writ it out into 
Arabian: Characters, and have put this Inscription before it. It may 
be that fome one not having- an exact Copy of Saadias, mzy have 
fuppli'd what was wanting in his own Copy, and may have took 
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the Uberty of altering forrie things. However it it. we cannot me- 
Ihtnks doubt, but %Mhc 4M* Copy of the 'mgrnAm .the 
S PAlyghtt is SWi«'s,although t may have been 1 altcr'd in fome 
places. What more confirms this opinion is, that we find in th.sCo- 
^ certain waysof tranilating peculiar to this Author : Asm Chap.a. Gen.,.*. 
Gel Ve»fe 6. where we read in the Hebrew Text, and all theanoi- 
cnt TrWlations, And there went u» a Mift, Saadiat has tranflated it 
with the negative Particle, And there mnt noMift. up and it is-thus 
in both the^opies. I pafs by feveral other fuch like places, wh.ch 
flww ferftf's free way of tranflating. He changes fome proper 
Names, and fometimesmnflates his Text rather according to his 
prices, than according to the truth » bifida, that living In ^a 
tiZ when the Grammar was. not perfect, he.st.ot together foex- 
ict as one would defire. This however hinders him not from Under- 
liandinathe fence very well iivmany places. 

^ however to take care of eafily multiplying the j various 
Readings of the Hebrew Text by Saadiat's Arabick Tranflatfon, be- 
caufe hffometimes takes too much liberty: And herein Grotto is. mi- Gmm. 
ftakenin his Notes uponChap. 2. G^-Verfe 6 where he affirms, 
ZT sZilm had a Copy which diffcr'd from all .other Vbecaufehe 
plains this Verfetf. negatively, contrary to the^prefent Hebrew 
Text. He confider'd not that the Hebrew Particle ^which is ufu- 
allv tranflated Er, may alfo be tranflated Ncc, when another nega- 
tive goes before, as in that place there does. This isthe.*eafon why 
Saafa interpreted that place negatively, and* not bc^ufi he had 

an inlS e of thisArabick Tranflation in the M» Polyglot^ \ 
have obfeiv ? d fome faults in the pointing, which can proceed only 
ftom Km whoadded thePoints : This however alters the fence » but 
tmiyTfiafilytemedW, and correal by the Edition .of Cm0«*m- 
pie, which Js writ but in HebrewCharactm< and the Points are *n a 
qwMKt f« down butiby harfs. Wherefore we are to obfeiye, that 
Xe W who added the Points to Uhis ^idb, vaulted not .fo 
much the Grammar, as the ufual pronunciation of the ^J/,who 
lay no Emphaiis upon the laft. Syllables, ■* the Grammarians do,who 
point the Arabick Books after another famion, and according to the 
full pronunciation ofthe Tongue. \ . ' «i 

As for theftyle of this Paraphrafe it is^not altogether pure, al- 
thouRh it is not fo'harbarous as the literal Tranflations. As the Au- 
thwwas iaV, he has preferv'd fome Hebrew words, which the 
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Latin Interpreter, who underftood not Hebrew, and confequcntly 
could not confult the original Hebrew,could not underftand. Where- 
fore it would be well if Tonic one who underftands both Arabick and 
Hebrew very well, would carefully review SaaJix'a Arabick Text, 
as alfo the Latin Tranflation, where there are many faults. We read 

Gen.aa. foK example in Chap. 32. Gen. Verfe^. that the i/r*e/j/e/ eat not of 
the Sinew of a. Woman, which is ridiculous, and contrary to the 
fence of the Text. But this Error 1 comes from the Hebrew word Naf- 
«e, which S aadias has left in his Tranflation, putting it only into Ara- 
bick i and the Latin Interpreter, who conlulted not the Original 
Hebrew, has made his own Tranflation thereot from the Arabick. ' 

In Chap. t, J>eHt, Verfe 12. where Saadias has tranflatcd into 
Arabick, Ketfatfecont, the Latin Interpreter has traaflated, Hftoriar 
vcftras, becaiife the Arabick word ufually fignifies a Hifiwy \ whereas 
if he had consulted the Hebrew Text, he would have found that this 
word ought to have fignih'd the fame thing in the Arabick, as the 
Hebrew Verb Kauts, and therefore ought to have been tranilated 
Moleftia y or fomcthing like that. 

mtnius. Erpeniustos publiflj'd another Arabick Tranflation of the Pentd- 
f ttmhi raa4 e M' * J^w °f Africa, which is much more literal than that 
©fi&Wntf's >; but the ftyle thereof is more rude and barbarous. The 
Interpreter keeps clofe to the Letter, and tranflates word for word 
from the Hebrew Text, as the Jem ufually do in their Schools and 
Synagogues, the better to inftruft the people in the proper iigniricati- 
on of; the Hebrew, words i fo that one muft be a Jew, or at leaft un- 
derftand Hebrew very well, for the underftandingof thefe Tranfla- 



tions. 
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Tranflat. 
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We may place in , the fame Claflis the Verfian Tranflation of the 
Pentateuch, made by a Jew call'd Tons, from the Name of his Town. 
The Jem of Conftantinople printed this Tranflation in Hebrew Cha- 
racters, with Saaditfs ^wfiwParaphrafe, and; it has been iince re- 
printed in the Englifh Mygfptt in Perfian Characters, with a Latin 
Tranflation, . The Author 0? this Perfian. Tranflation being a Jew, has 
committed many Hebrecifms, which makes it to be of rio great ufe, 
unlefs in the Perfian JeWi Synagogues. The Interpreter does not al- 
• ways fo exactly follow the Letter of the Hebrew Text,! but he fome- 
times follows his private opinions, efpecially in the tranflating of the 
proper Names. of Places,* and fome other fuch like. There are fome 
Expofuions which are grounded only, upon the Rabbins Fables > but 
; all the jW Translations have this fault, who can never (hake oil 
*" their prejudices, which they fuck'd in in their Infancy. Be- 
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of the Pentateuch, I cannot give a right udgement hereupon. I have 
hoover read enough of them, for to fay in general that theyare yC- 
n Htera , and followalmoft word for word theHebrew Text which 
makes them fometlme* barbarous and unintelligible. Some Autho s 
Sve lfo mention* aTranflation into Vulgar Greek, of the five : lit- 
tie Books which the Jews call the five Meg.llotbon Volums, but they 
werenotin the Edition which I have feen with the five Books of 
Mofes. The Book of ?o*and the Proverbs however have been printed 
by themfelves at Conftantinople, in Hebrew and Vulgar Greefc but 
wrk in Hebrew Characters /and it is faid in ^Preface that this 
Tranflation into Vulgar Greek was made for the Jews of thofe Parts, 
whounderftood not fiebrew. ThcCaraite Jews of Conftantmople read 
alfo the fame Tranflation into VulgarGreeki and we find m> their 
Commentaries upon the Scripture, fome Greek words which explain 

^hkZSSk, that the Jews who f^c Vukat Greek in their 
Schools or Wogucs, arc "the Authors or this Tranflation, which 
fen^f'uKv the Caraites, but alfo by the other Jews, which 
we czURabbinifts. Thefe laft arethey who printed {"t^flft^ 
with the Spanifh Tranflation, to which they joyn d the Commentary 
of k^n iheLaw. To conclude: As the Vulgar ^ jhKh 
this 7wi/feTranflation is writ in, agrees with that which the (?«^ 
at pS ifpeak, and the Hebrew Characters have been fatted to the 
p ^^onunciationof thismodern Greek, I am of « »£™ 
together unneceffary,if we give fome infight into this Vu Iga x ^Greek 
that they who read this Tranflation, may more eafily both read and 

""w^hen to obferre, there is a difference betwixt that which 
we aUbarbaroui, and the Vulgar Greek, which « tl*Jwt t»J 
prefent Greeks fpeak. Although both one and the other has borrow d 
many words from other Tongues, they however differ in this, that 
the Vuteat Greek differs much more from the ancient Greek,in what 
relates to the propriety of the Tongue, becaufe it has been made to 
agree mote with the Eurdpean Languages, efpelaally the Man aurt 
French, as may be prov'd by many Examples. 

Fiitt, 
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l?J*i> There is nothing more ufuAl to the Vulgar Greek, than to 
■»^&\SK5J3S>J arid other fed* We, by t*,t*. and by 
k *$ lh£ f cU<ftly td the Italian and Frwck For example : 

ft& df o^TF^Pronouns, fc,K&c and^hey are often joyned to 
?£lw L+h&fantohmK* This makes the fence obfeure unlefs 
we dbfdrve th« it has been taRen nwt »iy j . . . j. 

fonsor things. : For example i mv«t». o« according to others, 

the fSl for to exprefs tah-w, r«»«t,&c. they /ay, ™« 
the WtfiW I tor 10 cay fo . jMm fo, ricewn* : And I believe this 

not.heLetterT«,.the fame 
$S?S did* and hat the, write mftead of 

ITkJ^fWteFW^ £«Um manner: As when they fay, 
do it direftly atter ^ ? , v roy a fin at d 

the Came thing witl,* 

ter the F A and It«/w» way s For examples 

thing elfe but the ./ 9** of the Jfcfow, or W <f.^*S,"E 

thus they fay, 7* *V ^ Mb, /* f*r*/e U q*ah, Us parties 

******** I mould be tedious, I 2 
other expreffiotts of the Vulgar Greeks, that this Jojge Jgf, ™J 
from At AW and JMtah whilft thefe ^ Nat ^htinl 
part of Gtutn befides, a great many modem f«*™T*™Z 
Stf timeftudi'd in the Schools of »J, "»^^,^Tl? f 
come ntgher the Italian than it did before, ^^XhSxl pure- 
as to introduce into their Divinity feveralexpidffions which are pur 

ly Latin. 



We 
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We may however obferve, that the Vulgar Greek which the pre- 
lent Greefer fpeaMiffers according tothcfeveral places it is fpoke in * 
but it woSld be too long and tedious to explain all thefe 
Differences. We fliall only obferve, that their pronunciation differs 
wholly from the ancient way of pronouncing, which fome modern 
Grammarians have very injudicioufly endeavoured to introduce into 
oS»ls. It would have been well if we had only took notice of 
the true and ancient way of pronouncing Greek, and at the lame 
time kept to the pronunciation which is now us d. For there is no- 
hing hinders us more from undemanding of the Jemjh Tranflation 
of the f mm W, writ in Hebrew Chapters, according to the pro- 
nunciation of the modern Greeks , than this ancient pronunciation 
which we are us'd to. And befides, the prefent Greeks f 
when wC tell them that we pronounce their Tongue u i#m, 
VtmftbtMs, Plato, and Arifioth did, when it was in its 
In a word : Seeing Tongues are only for convenience and that we 
may have commerce one with another, it is more proper in the pro- 
nouncingof Greek toconfult the (fe*, who brought us. their Tongue 
Uom dftantimple, than a company 0f i injudicious Grammjmant 
who defiie only tofoow their Learning. It was however convenient 
for us not to be wholly Ignorant of the ancient way of pronouncing 
of G ! eek, but to inftruCl Tour felves throughVtherein, tow* it may 
be of ufe to usi but there was no neceflity of pbfervingit infpwking. 
Wherefore they who new modelled the Greek, did not fufficiently di- 
S what we ought only to inftrud our filve* in, 
we ought to praftife. If we underftand not this ufe or paflice, we 
flan very hardly at firft underttand the ^Tranflation made; t 
Z^aZpU into Vulgar Greek, becaufe they have 
brew Letters according to the common pronunciation of their time, 
and which the prefent Greek/ to this day pwferve. 

As for the SpamJh Tranflation, joyrt'd in the Edition of C«fcw*<- ^ 
^7e with the Tranflation of the FtoMMft* into Vulgar G«ek, if ^as £f™ 
certainly made by the Spanijh. Jmt. whoread it at prefentj itG*- 
jtoJfe, and in other Olaces of thin** wMttethey aft er 
their bVingdrivcnouto^. They fpeakeven «n their Synagogue 
a kind of Ballard Spanijh , and private perfons amongft them read a 
Tranflation oftheBiHe into Spamflt* , ' \ . u AjkH . 

The fame Spanifh Jem of the levant value alio very much thelfc- 
brew Bible, which a>* call'd tmbdfi printed at Pimm v. in which umbrof,. 
Bible thereis the Hebrew Text, with fome little literalNotes in R*^ 
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binical Hebrew, to which is added the explanation of the moftdifh- 

cult Hebrew words in Spanifb. ' 

There is alfo another Spanifr Tranflation of the whole Hebrew 

Text of the Bible made by Jem, and printed by them at hrtt at Fer. 

rara in the year i 5 53- This Spanijb Tranflation agrees fo exactly 

word for word with the Hebrew Text, that it is hard to be under- 
) flood > befides that it is writ in old Spanijb, which was no where 
' fpoke but in the Synagogues. The Author of the Preface : to this 

Tranflation affirms, that they have follow'd Pagnm s Tranflanon and 
Dictionary as exactly as they could > but I believe he (peaks this only 
to hinder his Tranflation from being fufpefled by the Inqu.fitors j 
and he has herein rather confulted the Rabbtns, Kimbtt Rafa and 
Aben Ezra, which Fagnin ufually keeps clofe to, than Pagnm s Au- 
'Ak*m thority or Dictionary. Abraham Vfcue a Portugal Jtw who com- 
VftT Zfdlhis Spanijb Tranflation, collected moft of .t wnhout doubt 
from fome ancient Memoirs, or Spanijb Jem Glofles * and this is the 
Reafon why it is fo barbarous and hard to be underftood. 

The few who was the Author of it, was fo much convinc d of the 
difficulty of translating the holy Scripture, that he has put Aftericks 
in many places where he finds the fence dubious : For example j In 
€«.i.a. Chap. 1. Gen. Verfc 2. where we read in the Vulgar, Ferebatur, he 
has tranflated, Se Movia, and added an Afterick to this word , Q 
(how that it is equivocal in the Hebrew, and may be interpreted fe- 
m. a., veral wayst In V*rfe 20. of the fame Chap, where the Vufcar has, 
Producant ap* reptile, he has tranflated, Sierpani * wfo*™* 
.and hfchasputan Afterick upon theft words, to (how hat he doubt- 
ed of their true fignification. He does the fame in the following 
• Verfc, Where we rid in the Vulgar Cete grandi*, and where he ha 
tranfllted, CuUbroslot grander Sothat by his method he Shows the 
uncertainty of the Hebrew Tongue, which he ^admommes us 0 'in h 

- Preface, where he fay* , Tes de notar que en los lugares donf e fever 

Ldivetfos.paLm; Wthey.who printed this Spanf Tra nflation 
in the year £30, with fome Reformation,, have left ou mofl ot 
thefe Stars, whereas they.ought rather to have added others than to 

have left out any. . c _ tn 

To proceed -. This tymiffr Tranflation, can be of no great ule to 

- ^butSpanifh Jew,.mkk™& 

Hebrew words according to the Lc^er by. ]\f^° ^lZud 
fleadof aGtatnmar, ^caufe the Nouns and Verbs are interpreted 
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according to the Ariclnefs of Grammar. The Tranflator however 
has not attain'd to that exa&nefs he at firft propos d to himfeU j and 
befides he does not always fcem to have chofe the beft out of the Rab- 
bins which he follows i for he has interpreted feveral places, which 
might be better tranflated both according to the fence and Grammar. 
He fometimes keeps clofe to the Chaldean Paraphrafe, fometimes to 
Khnbi or Rafci, fometimes to Aben Ezra, or (ome other R abbtns » 
but this he does not do with great judgement, befid« that this ftritt- 
nefs of Grammar agrees not often with the fence. We ought to diftm- 
cuifh betwixt a Dictionary and a Tranflation : In the full the words 
are to be explained according to their proper fignihcation \ whereas 
in the other the words are fometimes to be drawn from their proper 
and primitive fignification, to correfpond with the words they are 

'^Were^knot that I mould be tedious by a nice and fubtil Criticifrn, 
I could eafily (how, that this Spanijb Tranflation is not altogether fo 
exact according to Grammar, as the Spanifb Interpreter propounded 
to himfelf. As for example : He had done better methmks to have 
tranflated the firft Verfe of the Pfalms thus : Bienaventttrawde elVa- 
wj, rather than Bun aventurado el varon. Befides in the fame Verfe 
where we find, de los peccadores, the Spanifb Article los ought to be 
left out, becaufe in the Hebrew there is no Pia:fix to ferve inftead ot 
an Article. But thefe Niceties of Grammar do not pleafe all men, 
although there are fome places in the Scripture, where thefe fort ot 
Articles, which feem to be of no moment, are fometimes ot great 
importance. We find that even the ancient Greek Fathers have held 
many Difputes upon this account againft the Arrians, and other He- 
reticks of their time v and the Sociniant at this day hold the fame Di- 
fputes againft the other Cbrijiiant, whether Catholicks or Frotejiants. 
Cajfwdortde Rayna, in this Spanijb Tranflation printed */™ ra > ^l 4 ' 
blames the Tranflation of Verfe 6. Chap. p. of If dab, becaufe where- gg* » 
as we read in the Vulgar, Vocabitur Nonten ejus admrabilU, Conciliart- Xran / of 
us, forth Dm, Pater futmifeculi, Frinctps facti, the Sp.tnijh Interpre- t h e Bible, 
tcr has fo ordered it in his Tranflation, that only the bit Epithete Ifa.9. 6. 
belongs to the hl'fftjs, and all the others relate to God. This change 
is occafion'dby the Tranflators diftinguiihing thc firft Epithctes, hi 
maravihfo el confeiero, by an Article, without putting it to the laft 
Epithete, Sar falom, which fignifies, Prince of peace. He teems of 
puvpofe to have avoided the tranflating of the Hebrew word Sar fa- 
lorn into Spanifo, although there was no equivocation in them. It is 

S 2 cer- 
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certain that none of thefe Epithetes have any Article or Prefix in the 
Hebrew Text, and confequently there was no necellity of putting the 
Article £/ in the Tranflation of Ferrary following exactly the Idea 
which the Spanijh Interpreter had framed to himfelf. 

As for the fence, we ought not to wonder if this Tranflation is not 
exact, becaufe all the Jtwijh Tranflations have this general fault of 
following fome famous Rabbins amongft them who undertbod not 
Hebrew in its full extent, and who were full of prejudices. 

There is another Edition of this Spanijh Tranflation , wherein 
fomething has been corrected > but this Correction is very inconfide- 
rable, and confifls only in the alteration of fome Spanijh words, for 
others lefs barbarous, and more agreeable to the prefent way of (pea- 
king. This however has caufed no alteration in the fly le, and the firfl 
Edition which is writ in Gothick,, Letters, is more efteem'd than the 
fecond that is printed in very fair Characters. 
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Of the new Tranflations of the Bible made by the Chri- 
ftians ; and firft of the Latin Tranflations made by the 

Catholicks. 

THis laft Age has abounded in Tranflations of the holy Scriptures 
in the Weftern Church. Some learned men who had learnt He- 
brew, fancied they could make from the Hebrew Text a better Tran- 
flation of the Bible, than the .ancient vulgar one attributed to St. Je* 
torn. Thus in a little time we fawa great many Tranflations very 
different one from the other, although all afiirm'd they tranflated the 
Bible from the fame original Hebrew. 
Cardinal Cardinal Ximenes was not fo bold in his new Bible of Mcalaox 
^u M "r S Cm pl" te i printed in the year 1515. wherein he comprehended in- 
Jthault dce ° the Hebrew Text 4 but he durft add nn other Tranflation but 
Coaflntt. Sr. Jfrom\ which is ufually called the Vulgar : He corrected how- 
ever the common Copies in many places,by other Latin Copies which 
were more correct, and fometimes by the Hebrew and Greek. Be- 
fidcs he plac'd the Vulgar betwixt the Hebrew T*xt and Septuagint 
Tjjgjnflation, intimating thereby, that the Wtliern Chtnxh acknow- 
ledged. 
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faked no other Scripture for a Handing Rule but this Latin Twnfla- 
t^wWchhe had placed betwixt the Hebrew and Greek. H.s dc- 

fign'aUhough it wJpod -"J r*|ltaBM*«-- 
pretedby feveral Divines, and efpccial ly by Ntcfol* Kami* Whop at jn A , Te|t 
Cuba, who compared this Bible, which was rankt in three Columns Vul 
to™ Saviour betwixt the two Thieves. TheHebrewText accoi- 
ding to the opinion of this Spanijh Bifhop, reprefented the bad Thief,] 
and the Septuagint Tranflation the good one. 

Sams Pagnin, of the Order of St. P«4, was not fo fcrupu- s*** 
lous as Cardinal Ximenes i for after having examined the Vulgarly. 
Tranflation, which he could not wholly afcribe to St. Jam, by rea- 
. fon of fome faults which he found therein, he undertook the making 
of a new one from the prefent Hebrew Text, wherein he thought he 
imitated St. >om,whofet about the making a new Tranflation,in a 
time when the Church would allow no other but the Septuagint. 
This defian of Pa™in\ which feem'd to be a bold one, was approv d 

fary expences for the completing of this Work. And befides we find 

at the beginning of this Tranflation, which ™ ^rft j«in^it^- 

ons in 15S7. two Letters of the Popes, Adrian the VI. and C I mnv h 

the VII. which licenced the printing oi it: The hr A Letter is dated in 

the vear 1S2 3. and the fecond in theyear 1526. 

V his Letter to Pope Clmm the VII. f-the—f M ft 
his inflation, openly declares, That the Vulgar ^«^«««»" ^ 
prefent, is not St. 7tWs : He moreover aftirms, that he has kept m 
Eh Tranflation as much of it as poilibly he could It >PP«^ 
a Letter of ttou Miranda to Vagnin, that he l-adfpem 25 year n ^ jft 
the making of his Tranflation s and bolides the J<m who ^read it, ^ 
looked upon it as faithful and more exact than the ancient Jianflau- 
ons, affirming that it agreed wholly with the Or.g.na Hebrew He 
fpentat leaftjo years about it: And thus we cannqf fay that this 
Tranflation, as moft others, has ^n made too precipitant y. 

As it is the firft modem Tranflation of the B.ble from the Hebrew 
Text, and that thofc who have tranflated the Scripture fince Pagmn r 
have imteted him in many things, it is neccflary for us to examine 
htm more particularly, and carefully to ensure whether it is to «- 
act as it is uOially thought to be, and whether the Author did weM 1 » 
kaving fo often the anient Vulgar Latin. He proteits he has .iolr 
lowed the Latin Tranflation, which is mppofed to be St. firms, as 
much as the Hebrew Text from whence he tranflated would give 
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him leave i and indeed he would have done ill to have imitated S* 
Jeromh faults, and to have rely'd more upon the Authority of this 
•Father than truth it felf. But I dare affirm that Pagnin has not faith- 
fully performed what he defigned, and that he has too much neglo 
fled the ancient Interpreters of the Scripture, to rely upon the opini- 
on of thsRabbinr. For example: There was no necciiity of chan- 

Gen.1.2. ging thefe words of the Vulgar in Chapter i. of Genefu, Verfc 2. 

Erat inan'vs & vacua, for to put in thefe others, Defolata & inanif \ 
or as it is in another Edition of the fame Author, Sol undo & inanity \ 
wherein he has chofen rather to follow R.David Kimbi, than the 
ancient Latin Interpreter. In the fame Verfe where we read in the 
Vulgar, Spiritus Deiferebaturfuper aquas, he has tranflated, Spirhuf 
Veifitfjiabat in fuperficie aquarum i and lie had no reafon for the chan- 
ging of ferebatur into fufflabat, unlefs he had a mind to follow 'the 
Cbaldtan Paraphrafe and fome Rabbins, But we ought in this place 
to prefer the ancient Tranflation before the Interpretation of the 
Rabbins^ which is lefs correct. 

Befides Pagnin's Tranflation is herein faulty, that it is obfeure and 
barbarous, and full of Solecifms. He imagin'd that for making a 
faithful Tranflation of the Scripture, it was neceflary to follow ex- 
actly the Letter, according to the ttrictnefs of Grammar. This how- 
ever is clearly contrary to this pretended exactnefs, becaufe two 
Tongues feldom agree in their ways of fpeaking-, and therefore in- 
fteadof expreiling the Original in the fame purity it is writ in, he 
defaces and robs it of all its ornaments. For example : In Chap. i. 

<fctu. 20, of Genefit, Verfe 20. where the Vulgar has, Producant aqua reptile, 
he has tranflated, Reperefaciant aqua reptile > and in another Tranfla- 
tion, reptificent : It is true that the Heurew word fignifies repere, but 
there was no neceffity of tranflating in this place the propriety and 
Etymology of the word, as may be done in a Dictionary. He ought 
to have obferv'd that this word fignifies alfo, in the Conjugation 
which it is in,to produce abundantly after the manner of creeping In- 
fects, and he in his Dictionary gives it this lignification with R. Da- 
vid Kimhiybut we may obferve that his Tranflation agrees not always 
with his Dictionary. 

Ccn.a. 31. I" Chap. 2. of Gentftt, Verfe 2 1. inflead of thefe words which arc 
in the Vulgar, Emifit fop rem, he has tranflated, Cadere fecit foporm. 
He thought without doubt that he tranflated the Hebrew Verb more 
according to the Letter, becaufe it is in the Conjugation which figni- 
fies to mak$ to be i but he confidered not, that when one can exprefs 

this 
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this Conjugation in the Latin, by one Verb only as it win the He- 
LrewTT Tranflation will be no lefs literal and nevertheless ma- 
th 7 ud or barbarous. Pagnin has obferved this method through 
hi whole Latin Tranflation, who committed the fame fau t as Jquu 
lam his Greek one. I know however that many eftcern this Tranfh- 
4„ nd prefer it before molt other Tranflations of the Scripture ; 
but they have not without doubt Efficiently examined it. Can any 
one forexample, allow of the Tranflation of thefe wordsinChap. 
Tof Sr Verfe 3 . Nan erit ut in vagina ™ ' * »*■ Gen ^ 
commodated himfelf to the Obfervation o(R» David Kimht, who 
Jves the Etymology of this word, as Pagnin has tranflated it : The 
f ncient Interpreter has better tranflated, Nonperntmebttjpmturmeur. 
SoS inflead of reforming the Vulgar by Pagnin^ Tranflation, we 
ought rather to reform the Tranflation of Pagnm by the Vulga . 

TW method in his Tranflation of the B.ble, has not only ren- 
dered it obfeure and barbarous, but he fomet.mes changes the fence 
of the Text : As in Chap. 8. of Nebemiab, Verfe 8. where we read NcI , 8 . 8 . 
in he Vulgar, Ugermtin libra in lege Deid^oh, has very ,11 
tranflated, L gerunt in libro in lege Ddexpofm, which can make no 
good fence, becaufe it ought to have been tranflated txpofi j ■ or A- 
& as i is in the Vulvar. But Pagnin confidered only the near- 
Sof th two words, and this madefiimmake expofiti to agree with 
S wo d Perwhich goes immediately before, wuhout taking no- 
tice of the fence. A Tranflator however ought not barely to count 

Swords, but he ought to examine how they may be joyn'd toge- 

hX the making amie fence, otherwife his Tranflation will be 
ch Id Oh and ridiculous i his Dictionary agrees not in this place with 

SI Mercerm, who has made Notes upon this D.dtiona- 
rl confirm^ The Interpretation of the Vulgar, which agrees alfo with 

^jj^^i fome Examples out of P «*'s Tranflation, M «i % 
whafhe aflrms he has deftroy'd the truth of our Myftenes : As m pro ed . 
Ch p. 19. of Job, Verfe**. where the Vulgar has, ^^TT ^%VL 
dabl p fh meU whence St. Jerom proves the Refurrcdtion of the Bo- J° 
dies. Pagnin has tranflated, Po[\quam pellcm meam | ™'"^» » nd 
his TranLion was yet more obfeure in his firfl U^Wfa 
m am contritam vermes contrivers* banc carnem, by adding 0 . three 
words which are not inhisText, which however hehas not fet down 
in other Characters* 



Thefe 
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Thcfe Reflections, and fcveral others which I coujd make upon 
the Tranflation of Pagnin, make mc of a clear different opinion from 
a learned man of Our Times, who calls it, Ibe Pattern for theTranp- 
tions of the Bible ; PerfeUu<€ propemodum & abfolnttt* fanftorum vohtmi- 
Gintbr. mm interpretations exemplum dedit. Genebrard has given it a quite dir- 
Vrarf. in f erent Character : Minus diligenf, (fays he, in fpeaking of Pagnin's 
O n &°P c - Tranflation) n'mti atnbitiofa, n'mti curiofa, nimis Grammatica, nimis 
Kabbinicarum minutiarum smttla, quaq-, recent turn precepuonumfubuli- 
te nexamfinceritati & fententiamm&mum fxpiufcule afferebat, wide nee 
fatU inurdwn cobtref cum vtterwn Hebrtorutn Do&rina, nee cum Jider 

Catholics myfhnU. 

There was befidesno ncceffity of Pagnin's changing in his Tranfla- 
tion the pronunciation of moft proper Names, and of giving Cluva 
inlteadof Hevd, and inltcad of Ifaia, Jercmia> Eztchitl, putting down 
thefc rude and barbarous terms, Jefabiafin, Irmebiabu, Jecbezecbd. 

After having examined Pagnin's Tranflation, it is tit we mould 
adjoyn hereunto our Judgement upon the Tranflaticn of A/us Man- 
tjnus, which was printed in the great Bible of Philip the 2d. and 
which was h'nee reprinted in the Englifli Potyglott. He review'd only 
tagnhh Tranflation, andreform'd it' in places where he thought it 
was not literal enough. But it has been very properly faid in fpeaking 
of the Corrections of Arias Montamts, guot c&rrettiones, tot corruption 
net > for inftead of correcting the faults which were very many in Pag- 
nin's Tranflation, he has increased them. His method is however 
ufually juftitied, becaufe in this Work he had only particular regard 
to the convenience of thofe that would learn Hebrew i and therefore 
he took not fo much care of cafting afide rude expreffions, becaufe 
he tranflated his Text according to the rigor of Grammar. This 
learned man, who has here before propounded to us Pagnin's Tran- 
flation as a Mafter-ptece, hasalfo approved of Arias Montantts his de- 
fign v and he fays in favour of him, that he defigning only to be a 
faithful Interpreter, and ufeful to fuch as begin to learn Hebrew, has 
defpifed the Cfinfures of ignorant perfora. 

It is true that this Tranflation may be ufeful to thofe who would 
learn Hebrew, becaufe it renders the Hebrew word for word, and ac- 
cording to the Grammatical fence » but I am not for all that of opini- 
on, that we ought to call Arias Montantts, Fidifftmtis Interpres j on 
the coutrary we fliould do him more juftice incalling of himi Intptij- 
Gmns Interpret. Can we give the title of molt exact Interpreter, to a 
Tranflator who embroyls the fence of his Text? In a wofti: His 

whole 
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Whole Learning conflfts intjanflating the Hebrew words^wording to 
the tetter, and their motf common acceptation, wi^ofit obleivlng 
whether it agrees with the places where he wf« It. When the He- 
brew words are equivocal, we ought methinks to make ufe of that, 
tignifcatian which is molt proper to them , according to the plac« 
they are in i and it » ridiculous to give cachfigriKicatiop indifferently, 
whether it agrees with it or no. Tt»is fault hqwevet us Very m*m 
the Tranflation of Arias Montantts, who ftiows therein very Ilftte 
judgement: For example i He has almoft every where tranflated.the 
Hebrew Prcpofition 4k .the latin one infer,, and yet the Hebrew 
Prepofition al fignines fometimes/few-, e &®WWJffi$.^Sffi 
tiroes mm 1 He does (he fame: w,itfc theLette r ,f^gmJ* 
mqkes to aufwer to the; French w<*4 ^vwhercjljs * 
DativeGafe. Thus in Chap* I. Gen. Verfe* where P^has ie- 
ry well tranflated, Vividat^uas ak fm^M^ 
flated, Vividat aquas ad aquaf, > ... , • ... i...iifh.; '■■ wttLk* 
According to this Iamernethp4 he examines rM*ben ^iffM- 
7mm iigniries prmfquam t : and when M Aimviafc 
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UE«9d* ; Verfe where ffgwhd very W 
nondumiiimatky he has veryimpropeily cfiwee^, v -t ,„ T , ; p ., 
timeatU. >He expound* alfo the Prepofittep A yWh > ts fortfctite 
putfor*/,, by the Latins, becaufe it ufa«^TO 
ple i tn.Chap. 4. of GmtfUr Vwf ?< f . $^4$™* mJffi Gen '** 8 ' 
tranflated, 
AdAittl 



Verfc'.^ ...... , . . 

tranflated boih according xo the fence »r 





He moreover obferves thU method ,a» well ml^oups.and Verbs as 



erfe jo. wheref^/ihad Qcn.4. 10. 



in P/epofttions : Asin Chap. 4* 
tranflated bAih aiceojrdirig to the fenccian 
he has contfAoi^ Stfammtfwnh M 
Pagnin hub waoilated » R*mf .enfyf 
Ami haaoorrcclwd, Mints fufHfaN^ 
um. He fterns to have had no .othejt ^,.^,..,^ ( 
PWs Tratiflatifinin 1 tWs|)lifie, which ^toakes fpMtnralan4i 
matieal fence, hot becaufe thefej^ew, ^ .W c , 
m6Ary fitkeifa**im> ftnd^Ognir)e«ptoer/^^ 

Is therearwferteein thia.T^wpflation.of W i. ff4p 1 io. ^ es ? fyltio.4 
Souths in ftmhm Jkptt vtrbun mum Mtl^dccKf whereas tW Au- 
ifaotof the Vulgar has veryi^ell tranflated, Strndmpdintm Mcht* 

* T ftdecs 
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<jij A „ AV mn SecMm »w<m WchifeJ<t. But he has followed 
fejtci ml &m X^SSL. t0 the Prepofition at, and the Hebrew 

word the moit ^ T i K fam e thing may be ob- 

whether it wa$\ proper in \mn y y f whcre hc 

had 

r^flaTO tAceand letter, 

^^^i^SZC^ man of Judgement : And it is 
We * h<* Wjc, a Sdufe, than a h ™ fl J ti( * ^ all otherSy 

hot ^a*^.%^^7new Tranflation of moft of the Old 

rtMMftf. ftfttoroh .^40^«™ ^^^ ttao is fo barbarous and 
* littleNotes for the Uluftrating 

P ™S EwSva torts' fot'the explaining the Text, it 
m^^'^j^^ becaufe the fame 5 faUks which 
wpuld*lt^ in greater number in 

. . , i$M^ fpre^mma. 

fp5fi^ hisTranuaL, which, will 

ferve^enitgth »P^2Wra^S5ttr»l Tranflation* of theBible, 

- 9^¥^f&mit^ '** bc> totally «- 

m^^^^^sffi*& iHe BibllwcW for word from 

th.eUt^an4 Qrammatf ^g^ Wir ,^ ^ *»- 
* «M* > w > rtQoMatn tg* audit* <m^»paim^ w 
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% Thts is the method in (hort whichCardinal GAm thought ought 
tobeobferv'd, for the making of an exadt Tranflation of the Bible i 
a ^the Reafon he alledges is? that if we otherwife tranflate^jlye 
not the Text as it is in the Original, but rather as weunderfomd it. 
m tlL adfi* tali*, pa* efiS fnaorigm jam C ""' 
4 divinando* fid mfmh* « intMns ' 
Tranflation however, efpecially of the Pfalm, is not fo Grammar^ 
cal or barbarous as Malvendm's and Arias Mmanmi tats and al- 
though he undcrftoodnot Hebrew, he fpeaks ™^^J h ^S 
Translators oTthc Bible whoundcrAood it but MuT«^y« «« "4 s 
of opinion that almoft all the Hebrew words were e^uiydcal. V (hM« 
fac Wonts Hebraic* fun* equivoca s and as according to hitfl the He- 
brew Text is always equivocal, the fence of the Text is limited In 
theTranflations. Wherefore he wilhes there had never tagaqr 
other Tranflations of the Scripture made but according to the method 
which he propofes, thatwe might have at prefent the true intetpre- 
tation of the^cripture-Text, and not the reticular notions of ctfh 
Tranflator. VtinamtaliihabHafkifftt (inttrfrtaHofumuUlaJ *M 
cU patribnt, qmnim jam babrrmns turn tffum 1 facta: S crt- 

mJm, &nohtxtumeonftaHmiMetfrttmatjpmto t But although Mthele 
flulesofC«Ws are good andufeful fotthchav teof wonft W 
flation^f the holy ScrTpture., they are not fufficient fortha executing 
ofhisdefign, unWsthey are affitted by the other Rules whkh we 
have obferv'd at the beginning of this Book. t f 

We may however obferve, that Cardinal CajetaJs opinion w * . 
condemns by Gabriel PrattoU as heretical 1 but evm one knows that Gair.Prat. 
thia;Author delighted in making what he ple?s»d ttfl>e heretical. Car- 
d^P^ifwhoe^eavo«r»todoWm juftice,and 
from theHerefie which PratecU accus'd him of, could not wholly |u- Cound , 
ftiriehim of what Father Paul has faid of him, in his H.ftory gHthe 0 f Twltt 
Council of trtnt: That one could not be faid tounderftandtheScti- Book*, 
ptute, by underftandmg only of the Latin Interpreter i but that toy 
the Old TeOamcnt we ought to underHand Hebrew, |nd for the New 
one Greek* PaUvicini, who look'd upon this opinion of Gaittan? as 
too bold, anfwers, That Cojetan, who in his other Works has fuc- 
cccdcd to the admiration of the whole World got no reputation bf 
whatfocver he did upon theBible, becaufe hc follow d the prcjudicts 

T 2 ot 
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okfomc Who kept clofc only to the Hebrew Grammar. 

SteUwfcim&wntf aim optrefhammirato, inqwfie, pf lafmrfi 
ibid. ^ditraM^ortar dalta gttida di cbi meglh intendtva la Grammattca Ebrea y 
the imythrii dmniy refio ingloriofr. I am of opinion however that 
Gariinal Cwtap may.in fome meafurebe juRih d, who pretended not 
toWcm^liftancwnt jUtio Interpreter, or the otherTranflators of 
M "JW <mjy W0UI4 have Tianflaf ion? ftj the Bible to be made 

^» W»ean be eaft'd the pure. Word of God, and that m 
Tjanflations which are not jiteral, therMie always fome things li- 
mited w^cbe»pwfe'notthroughly the Original, 
^rf effl^fA^rc, * Monk of.M^fo, amongft the inter- 
£ ^StuW though his,defan. was onftp f corre# the 
b;%A wpderfietenwofcorre^ingm fome places 

wprds* kpthers Mead of them , which,, he pmended, 

^fct*»^^ he «o«ld have 

<Sre§cd yet wttt&mhttte was jfraidof Tcandahzmg ; theCburch, 
iv deviating top «M|ch from its Tranflation. I cannot however ap- 
rSthX*Xe medium which he obferves betwixt the 
• %er?tSS ionSrom the Hebrew, and the ancient vul£r La »n 
erX Hehad better have made an entire T«nllation, or h^corre- 
Oedthe V:«lgw*y.anc^t Latin Copies, than havefollow d no -Rule 
Of Tmnfetiott* whereto wejnay add, that moft of lus Corrections 
.ftom.theHebfflWJ«e.«neKa^ and tata**** ^s thelnnovat - 

Tranflation, which explain more parjicularhr how we ought to trao- 
<UfetheSafetur*ac* Ung to ^he Hebrew te^t. But he ftawnot 
to have urtderftood throughly the Hebrew Tongue v and beiides Jic 
hasonly copVd Munfter'sObkmtiom* without mtntioning h^ 

To conclude : If what Father W ftyi pf tfue ? bls n 5 w r 
Bible agrees, with his opinion in ^CBUIlci!.rt;Tf^^whelc^ 
having fppkeof the an<i*nt Tranflation* of the Scripture, he prefer 
the Vulgar Latin one before all others «idbe was for Jfcepmg no 
other in the LatinGhurch. But as St. ^according tc |»u»w 
neither Prophet, nor infallible in his Tranflation, be thought it ought 
to.be revjew'J and corrected in thofe places where it wasfaulty. : ■ 
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CHAP. XXI. 

Of tb$ Utin Trmptiom m*de by Protefortfs. 

T H e Fmeftantt do not all agree about the method to be obfcrvtf 
in trariflatingof the Scripture. Some of them have been of Opi- 
nion that we ought to deviate from the ancient Latin Interpreter as 
little as we can : Others on the contrary have wholly quitted it, and 
prtfertfd the Rabbins before the ancient Interpreters : Laftly, There 
have been others who have held a medium betwixt both;, and this is 
the Reafon why their Tranflations differ much one from another. 

Stbaftian M*nM in the year i«4« printed at B<r/ a new Tran- 
flation of the Old Teftamerit from the original Hebrew. *« *54 d .«e 
printed a fecond Edition, joyning the Hebrew Text mh wis Latin 
Tranflation, and adding theretoTome N<ites. In the Prefaces to this 
laft Edition he has explain'd his method, wherein heopenly declares 
forthe.RtfWw/ agatnlt the ancient Interpreters i fo that this is only* 
Tranflation otthc Rabbint, whofe Commentaries he has exulted. 
He acknowledges that he has faid nothing d himfclf, and that if he 
has committed any faults, they ought fo ^ wdu ^ l J e fe^ 0 ? 
he hasexaaiy copi'd. He has onlv taken care W*^.^ J™ 
comenigheft the truth i wherein he affirms he has imitated St. > 
rm, who ufually confulted the Jem of h is time, whom 1 he took d 
ujx)n as Oracles, and to whom he was beholden for moft of hisnew 
Tranflation of the Scripture. . . r 

TKH new Tranflation of Af^er's feems <ab« .better m^*™ 
fagHtisotAri* Mman*% who negleacdjhe fence, to kecprnore 
fcrttpuk>ufly to the Grammar.. Mnnf er on the contrary endeavoui^d 
alvvaysto keep to'the fence, although he kept f°^^? w fl mm ^ 
and he has not barely heeded the ligmhcation of each word, as Arias 
C^hasdone, Lt he has befides confider'd the pace, where 
thefe words are^found \ and although he has not altogether a pure 
flyle he is not rtry rude or barbaW. His Te^flw**^ 
would have been more exafl, had he joyn'd the ancient C|i«k'Wd 
UtuVTranflations with the R<i4W»/ Books, becaufe he w^a^hen 
more throughly have underttoad the Hebrew Tongue. <He feems 
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However to fcruple how he deviates from the ancient Interpreters i 
Gen. 1. artaChapiL Gen. where he tranflates with them the Hebrew word 
RakjJ, Firmament, and yet he in his Notes obferves with the Rab- 
bins that it figuiries Extent. 

. As he declares he follows the modern Jews, he too eafily believes 
their Tradition, when he finds any words whofe true iignification he 
underftands not" » and I fee no Reafon why he fliould in thofe places 
prefer the Tradition of the Rabbins before the Septuagint, and the 
Jews who liv'd in St. Jeroris time. The true way of tranflating 
thefe difficult places," is to go to all the both ancient and modern 
Tirahflators, and to judge by the feries of the Difcourfe which is 
beft. 

He could eafily have writ in an elegant ftyle, but that he was 
afraid of deviating too much from the Grammatical fence, and of not 
cxprefttng to the life the Hebrew words. In a word : This Author 
has come up to his defign, and I ftiould have nothing to fay againft 
this defign, had he confulted the ancient Interpreters of the Scripture, 
who have fometimes better explain'd the Hebrew words than thfc 
modern Jews. He Would perhaps have done better to have follojv*d 
€nrad, thc/memod of Conrad fetlican, his Hebrew Matter, who was in the 
FtHicmt, right in thinking we ought only to borrow the Grammar from the 
Rabbins » and that as for the fence, we ought to confult as Well the 
ancient as modern Interpreters of the Bible. 

If he had follow'd this method, his Tranflation would not have 
been foharfti in many places, and yet no lefs exadt. But he has not 
fpent fo much time upon this Work, as was neceflary for the com- 
pleating of it i and he has not ferioufly enough confider'd the ancient 
. latin Tranflation which he often deviates from without any 
Reafon. 

Although his Tranflation is intelligible enough, it however is 
fomething harih, becaufe it follow* too much the Letter of the He* 
Oenj.22, **ew Text : As in Chap. i.Gen. Vcrfe22. w here he has tranfl&ted, 
FruUificate & augefcite, & implete aquas in Fret'n, the Vulgat has me- 
methinks bettef exprefs'd thefe Words thus, Crefeite &multblicamini, 
& implete aquas maris. In a word : His Tranflation would nave been 
more perfect, had he kept clofer to the ancient Latin Interpreter. To 
Praef.raEpi conclude - Genebrard 0 not moderate enough in his Criticifm upon 
orig, 1 this Tf|mflation> where he blames this Author as not being exa#, 
an^.fo^havjng too cldTely follow'd Luther. Munftenn mglciia vocum 
propria Mationejtpe Lutberenizabat, & hfito V. Francifci infiituto difce- 

dfbat. 
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debat. On the contrary, Mmfter may be fald to bp mote exadfc and 
faithful in his Tranflati6n than any of the Froteftanm and he ap- 
prov'd not of Luther's Tranflation, becaufe It deviated too much 
from the literal and Grammatical fence. Mt.Huet has done him more Mr. mit 
jXe in Sg Urn,* * ** Interpreter : Sebaftiani* tonfter* Jn- IfMm. 
ttrpresfant doUUs in Hebraiea, ftylum femper toUmans, ad eaqi nwptm. * 

"^w^Notes, which are joyn'd with his Tranflation^may be 
ufeful for the undemanding of the Hebrew Tongue, and the Scri- 
pture ftyle \ and they would have been of much greater ufe, had he 
not mlx'd many unncceflary things therewith, which were horrow d 
from the Rabbins, and are of no ufe for the-illuftrating orhijiTfixt. 
He affefts too much the being thought learned in the Rabbns Books * 
*and yet if we except the Books of Tome Grammarian who 
have writ Commentaries upon the Scripture, he is not much vers d 
in thisStudy v which may eafily be prov'd by- a Latin ' TranflatH>n of 
his, of a little Abridgement of Philofophy, writ in A*/??f*f He- 
brew i for there are hardly any words m this ] Utjn Twnflatipnr . 
wherein hehas notbecn miftaken i and he;H«^ t ha very 
m words of the Title, Which makeR. Mofes>\ Son of to 
have writ this Book in Arabick, whereas io ; hii Tranflation he makes 
R. Simeon to be the Author of it v and he has afterwards tranflated 
thefe words, Bilefcoit Aran in lingua fuavi. without^onfidwing that 
they fignifi?, In tlx Arabian tongue. He has underwood the Gram, 
mzxhStXabbins much better, becaufe hehad ftudi.d them mor£ and 
had hereupon confulted EiLttLevitai the moft learned Jemfh Gram- 
marian of that time. • ■ . . T . . A 
:Uon de Juda, a Xuingliat,, has tranflated the Scr ip ture into Latin L«* 
from the Hebre w, at leafl mofi of the Hebrew Books of the Old Te- 
ftament. This Tranflation was printed at Zurick in the year i$<r3?.and 
Robert Stephens reprinted it at *arU- with the Vo garmfheyear 154J. 
without naming of the Author. This laft Edition, where 4the Vul- 
gar and Leon de Judas Latin Tranflatibns are phe'd upo^ twoCo- 
fcmns, is ufually «fe the Bible of VatabUs, though it is none of 
his. Every one knows-how it was receiv'd by the D^ines of P^, 
'with the little Notes which pe joyo'd therewith \ but theDivines of 
■SalatHania were mote favourable to it v for without enquiring who 
was the Authdr of it, after having, found it ■ p#t : > A ufeful to the 
Publfckj they reprinted it at Salamanca in fair Chara&er,s, fleering 
but very few things. j 



■ J&m ate-h&w«v& m* places, wherfi the Author tearing, to be 
: tSht WWSA itfhis ^riteflioo8,<jQes not properly t*jfimM™^ 
• 'Kfoffi? Mtokh however one pugfo to#e more wc 
in a TwJation of the Bible, than about any thing elf* . 

Was . nb neccffity of Ranging.; in tjhQ vferft 
ChafcttW<W*v Mfmxi.8*c9m. ox Axtim which » in the W. 

^S£theifK<Jpri«y4tf;theHebrew word- Th^.ftult is very fre- 
SSBW mis anWd/rmy &y that,^ ; ^^ « .not foeKafft 
i^^Itowter ibF the Bi bte oughyo be,. ; he ha? often 

h"3eWfttti'by wiy ofParaphrafe from t!?e propfejr f^M? 
#W«r, befeK tatffmi (Ml*- Tranflatiori, m^mm^W 



Onukwi fftwh^fctftthti ltyp«a*»ii a*ww *W"»; 

Kgi^ii^^lr^le^e'i an| not, ^yejpagnW4;fo # .«* 

rih^%rtkeaway dieprejudfce of ina»ytperfes t , wt»p tefci Mp.be 
' £*3 fSSSwrtT/ 'the firft rtion was 
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Tongue, he was oblig'd tojrely upon the opinions of other men, who 
afHrm'd Cafialio underftood not Hebrew. We cannot however fay 
that Cafialio underftood not Hebrew, if we read his critical Obferva- 
tions at the end of his Tranflation i and we may very well fay that he . 
underftood the three Tongues, Hebrew, Greek and Latin, better than 
any Do&or of Geneva. But he was not altogether an exact Interpre- 
ter of the holy Scriptures * he affe<3ed too much an elegant atidpo- 
lite ftyle, and by that means weakned fh<? fence of his Text, This 
fault rpns generally throughout his Trgnflatton i and we may judge 
hereof by the firft words of Genefm which he has thus tranflated i 
Frincipio cteavit Dtttf caelum & ttrram i turn autm effet terra wen atq> 
rtdu, tcnebnfo offufum profundi** &divmt( Jpiritutfefefyper aquM U- 
brmt, juflitVmitttxijtmt luxi . '. • rt 

This is fufficient to ffiow. that Cifi alb endeavour d not to tranflate 
exactly the w&rds of hisOriginalj hut tomato as elegant fence as he 
could, having chofea fmooth and periodical ftyle. He has ftrovefo 
much to be a polite Writer, that his Difcourfe is foractimes; effemi- 
nate j as in the Book of Canticles, where he thought to write anfvvcp 
rable to his Subject, he ought to imitate the ftyle qf QatMus and T«- 
bullus, making ufe of diminutive words, which exprefs'd things mpre 
feelingly : To thefe Diminutives he adds diminutive Epithetes - ? tbus 
he fays, not ma Columba, but i»M CoUtwMa : Thus he explain^ 
himfelf throughout this Book* Mea Ctlmdwla* ofiende mibi tmm wl- 
tiettlm, foe nt audiam tuam voculam, nam & vocttlam vettujtulam & 
vulticulum babes lepifolum i cspitt nob* VHlpeatto parM> vinearm vir 
(latriatlaf, m f,.^ 

Genebrard has very well defcrib'd this Trandator thus i Verfw Co- ™f fe 
(talhnU eft affeQata, plus babens pomp* & Tbaleranm, yam ret & /ir- 0pe ; a 
mtatUiplut efhntationii qHamfHbfianti^phtsfuci qHomfvcci, plus homi- Qt i t , 
hh quamfliritHS) plus fumitmamflamm^ plus humanamncogttatfriwm, 
*uam divtnornm fenfuum* He blames him for having at the beginning 
of Gemfis tranflated jujjit inftcad of dixit, thereby taking away the 
knowledge of the eternal Word in the Creation of the World. This 
Interpreter indeed feems to favour the opinions of the Jnti-Trinitarh 
an Hereticks i but the Hebrew Verb which is ufually tranflated dixit, 
fignifies alfo;*#, although this laft llgnification is more ufual in the 
Arabick than the Hebrew Tongue. . 

IjaaeLmta, who underftood Hebrew very well, and was a great f*^™' 
Grammarian, hasalfofaid very much againft theTranflation of Ca- [J t inli " b> 
folio, whom he blames for being too bold, and not exa&, efpecially mht 
r 9 V in 
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in Grammar. But the faults which he cor rects are very inconfidera 
ble, and one may fee that he has defignedly committea them for 
the finding out of a fence which he thought was better, by neglecting 
of the Rules of Grammar. Wherefore he acknowledges that he de- 
figns to exprefs himfelf in Latin, after another manner than he finds 
the Hebrew cxprefs'd, to the end he might fpeak Latin, and not an 
Hebrew and barbarous Latin. Befides being perfwaded that the He- 
brew Copies of the Bible had run the fame fortune as all other Books 
had, he fcruples not to correct fometimes the Hebrew Text accor- 
ding to the Rules of Criticifm, which in fome places he does judici- 
oufly enough. This is the Reafon why he freely marks the paWes 
which he thinks are defective, which he endeavours to fupply as well 
as lie can. He however feems to be better vers'd in the fty le of pro- 
phane Authors, than in that of the holy Scriptures. # 

What is moft commendable in this Tranflator is, that he is not at 
all conceited of hisTranflation, and that he was learned enough in 
the Hebrew Tongue to underftand that it was very hard, and almoft 
rmpoffible to make an exact Tranflation. Wherefore he warns the 
Reader how difficult a work it is, becaufe there are many words 
which are hardly to be found elfewhere than in the Bible, whofe fig- 
nification we are ignorant of. He is fo far from pretending to have 
committed no faults, that he on the contrary freely confers his igno- 
rance, and acknowledges that he may have taken fome things to have 
been very reafonable, which in effect were only probable. He in his 
Notes obferves the difficult places which he does not underftand, and 
at the tame time adds, that we ought not thence to conclude that he 
throughly und^ftobd the other places where there arerio Notes. 

Laftly, Caftalh to make his Bible more compleat, has therein in- 
ferted fome Supplements taken out of Jofiphus, which he has ioyn'd 
with the Hiftory of the Scripture, diftinguifhing them only by other 
Characters, for fear of confounding them with what really belones 
to the body of the Bible. He has alfo put into the Text of his Tran- 
flation by way of Supplement, what was only in the Greek Septua- 
gint and Vulgar Latin, and hasmark'd thefe Supplements by the Let- 
ters G and L, that is to fay, Greek and Latin. But he had done 
much better to have put thefe Varieties in the margin of his Tranflati- 
on, than in the body of the Text. He has alfo made an Apology for 
nis Iranflations, wherein he anfwers Ifaac Levita, Beza, and fome 
others who had writ againft him.But as this Apology relates chiefly to 
theNewTeflament, we (hall fpeak more largely of it in the zd. Part 
©fthisCriticifm. Ut 
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Let us now examine the Latin Tranflation of tremellius and Junius, Trtmt.& 
which was at firit much efteemed by the Proteflantr, efpeciallym Eng- fyh 
land. Vrttfw, who is one of the moft learned and judicious Writers 
among the Proteflantf, cotald not but condemn it in many places, 
which found him work enough, becaufe this Tranflation had many 
Favourers. TrmeViw and Junius were however obliged to review it, 
and make a id. EJdition more exact : But their method being faulty, 
it was impoflible for their Tranflation to be exact j Wherefore this 
2d. Edition was afterwards condemn'd by Confiantine VEmptreur, who Conflant.iA 
was alfo u Protcjtent) and learned in the Hebrew Tongue. This Au- J° v - D * n - 
thor affirms that he was forced to deviate from TremeVim and Junius yn 
hisTranflation, becaufe their way of tranflating oftentimes led them 
into Erroxs. t 

AsTremetliM was a Jew before he was a Protefiant, he has retained 
fomething peculiar to himfelf in his Tranflation, and deviates often 
from the true fence. His Latin is affected and full of faults » he ufu- 
ally puts Pronouns Relatives, where there are none in the Hebrew : 
As in Chap. 1. Gen, Verfe 4. where hetranflates, Viditq; Dm lucem Gcn.r. 4. 
him effe bonam^r diftintiionem fecit Veut inter haiic lucem. And Verfe 7; 
of the fa me Chapter, Fecit ergo Veut he expanfum, quod diftinguit in~ 
ter bits aqu<K) qtuc font ab inferiore expanfu ifiiuT i & iUas aqttMfec. There 
is nothing in the Hebrew which anfwers to thefe Pronoun Relatives, 
Jump, hoc, bs, ijlius> Mas. His Tranflation however is full of themi 
and I believe that this was the ufual ftyle of the Geneva Doctors at that 
time i for Bm<* commits thefame faults in hisTranflation of the Mev^ 
Teftament. 

We find alfo in this Tranflation fome words added, for the more 
fully explaining the fence s this way however is fometimes fubje<$ 
to error. There are others which are tranflated after a peculiar and 
not ufual way ; As in Chap. 2, GenefisyVctCe 0*. there is Aui vapor., 
inftead of Et vapor. And to defend this 1 unufual Interpretation* it is 
obferved in the Notes that the Copulative Particle which is in the 
Hebrew, may be alfo rendred by a : Disjunctive Particle s but the 
Authors of this Tranflation have took too much liberty both in this 
and many other places : For example i In Chap. 8. Nehent. they have Nehem. 8. 
tranflated, ExponendofenfmndabantintelUgentiamperScripturamipJam-, 
there is however nothing in the Original which can be tranflated, 
per Script uram ipfam. Mu/ifier, Leon dt Juda, Caftalio, and the Other 
Interpreters of the Scripture, have found no fuch thing. 

V 2 Be- 
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Beftdes thefe Protejlant Authors who have tranflated the Bible into 
Latin from the Hebrew, there are others who have only corrected the 
Vulgar in fome places where they thought it faulty » and as they cor- 
rected not the Vulgar by the ancient Latin Manufcripts of this Tran- 
flation, but by the original Hebrew, we may in a manner place them 
among Tranflators. After this manner Lukf and Andrew Ofiander 
printed the ancient Latin Edition with Corrections : Luks Ofiander 
not daring to publifhan entire Tranflation from the Hebrew Text, 
wasfatisfied with printing the ancient Latin Edition, which he only 
corrected in places which he thought did not wholly agree with the 
original Hebrew » he took not out however the words of the ancient 
Interpreter, to put his own Corrections in their placets Ifidore whom 
we before fpoke of has very injudicioufly done i he only adds his 
q«u. 2. Tranflation to that of the Vulgar : For example i In Chap. i. Gen. 
Verfe 2. he puts Ferebatur in common Characters, then he adds in 
Italian Letters, Inenbabat, thereby intimating that the Hebrew word 
rather fignihed Incubabat than Ferebatur. 

This way of tranflating the Bible, by preferving the ancient Tran- 
flation, which had for fo long a time been received in the Church, 
Divines of was approved of by the Divines of theUniverfity of Tubings who gave 
Tnbiug. their judgement at the beginning of this Bible by way of approbation, 
where they commend Ofiander for not having quitted the ancient La- 
tin Interpreter. 

'Andr.o/i' .'. Anduw Ofiander, Son tfLuhs Ofiander, following his Father's me- 
thod, prjpted the vujgar Edition with Corrections from the Hebrew 
Text, and kept entire the ancient Latin Interpreter. If thefe two 
Authors had underflood Hebrew better, and had, put their Correcti- 
ons in the margins, rather than in the body of the Text, I mould 
have nothing to &y againtt thefe two Latin Editions of the Bible. No 
one candeny but that, this method is the beft and fureft, becaufe we 
ought not wftjiout very good Reafons reject a Tranflation fo long 
authprizM by the-Qhurch i.and we find by experience that the mo- 
dern tranflators of the holyScriptures^iave had noreafon to leave fo 
often the ancient 1 Latin Interpreter, to follow the opinions of the 
Rabbins* 

M Smh Laftly, We might reokon Robert. Stephens among the Interpreters 
* of the Bible, if he himfelf had not acknowledged in all the Prefaces 
to his Bibles, that he was not the Author of the new Tranflations 
which he pul?lii|>'d. Thus he declares before the Edition of 1545. 
that he has ioyn'd with the Vulgar thepureft Latin Tranflation he 

could 
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could find, not daring to name Leon de Juda, a Zuinglian, who was 
°h c A rf it* an 8 d he preferred ^^f^^\% 
nin\ which was too obfeure, although he was perfwaded that Pag- 
S£cLe nigher the original Hebrew. He on the contrary preieg 
in his Edition of 1557. F-gw-'s Tranflation before all others , and he 
fays that he has fet down this Tranflation much more exact, and as 
the Author himfelf had corrected it in feveral places with his own 
hand. This fame Tranflation of P*^^ 
ther Edition of Commelin, which has four Columns, where at the 
fame time we fee the Hebrew Text with this new Tranflation, he 
Greek Septuagint, as it is in theBible of Alcalaox 
Vulgar Latin one. I leave the Reader to judge, whether the Corre- 
ctions which Robert Stephens affirms are Pagnin\ and writ with his 
own hand, are really his or no. t nmn a 
It is certain that Robert Stephens has not been very fincere, in moft 
of the Editions of the Bible which he has pubhfh d, and that he has 
in this impos'd upon the Divines of P^, efpecially in f Edmon o f 
,545. On the oTher fide, thefe fame Divines of Pam might no- 
things have treated Robert Stephens with n?orecandor aricfeoty, up 
on the account of his new Tranflations of the Bible which he Jtmxed 
with very ufeful Notes, although indeed there were fome which 

PetercW Grand Almoner o fte, 

who related the bufinefs between the?ivines of ^J^** 1 ^ 

phens before the King's Council, could not but condemn the exc els 

of thefc Divines income things, who found Herefies wher thoe 

were none i and this proceeded, as ^he fame Cafi eU an *&x ms, f om 

their not undemanding Greek and Hebrew at that time. But it is 

mobabk "hit Robert Stephens abufes thefe Doctors, when he blames 

£ for XXI that' fair Greek Edition of the "g™^ hi , 

which he at that time publifiYd, with the various R« d ^. w ^ c y h AafW to 

he had taken out of the Manufcript Copies of the King s Library. theCen . 

Thefe learned men (fays Robert Stephens) thought that the various f f th e 

^^Sdi « in tie marginweUnnotations ; adde out of the ^ > * 

Text i but this is a down-right Calumny, taufe to were then p*« « 

many Doctors of Paris who underRood Greek and whojiave yery «5S 

ka nedly writ on the Bible. Robert Stephens without doubt debgned 

toS 

as when he there fets down thefe words, which he makes one ot 
I Jr Doctors to have faid s 1 ™d<r that thefe „ ™ 4"<*^~ 
lament to W i by God, I»« above 5° old before 1 k><"»^ J * 
Nen>7e}iamentWi(f, 
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CHAP. XXI L 

Of the modern Tranflations of the Bible into Vttfaar 
Tongues J and frft of thofe made by Catholjck Au- 
thors, 

THcre was no neceflity in the Infancy of the Church, of diflin- 
guifhing the Tranflations of the Bible writ in Vulgar Tongues, 
frorruhofe that were writ in a Tongue which the people underftood* 
not. For as already it has been obferved, they had at tirft no other 
defign in tranflating the Scripture, but the making of it intelligible 
to every one > the ancient Greek, Latin, Syriack, Periian, Armenian, 
^Ethiopian, and other Tranflations, were made for people who un- 
derftood thofe Tongues. But as States often change, 10 alfo Lan- 
guages alter v and this has occation'd the new diftinclion between 
the Tranflations of the Bible made into Vulgar Tongues,and the anci- 
ent ones which were ufed only by a few learned men. We /hall here 
fpeak only of the Tranflations which have been made into the Vulgar 
Tongues in thefe later Ages. 

1 know there are feveral perfons who could not endure, that in 
thefe later Ages the Scripture mould be tranflated into a Tongue 
underftood by the people, becaufe they thought triad thefe Tranflati- 
ons favoured the new Opinions, and cauied Difputes deftrudtive 
both to Religion and the State. Wherefore although the reading of 
the Bible is in it felf ufeful, they have thought however it was conve- 
nient not tofufler it without great caution, following this Maxim 
Nonprofit potius fiquidobeffe poteft. 

The Church however never wholly forbid it, following herein the 
example of S 4 Chryfojiom, and moft of the other Fathers, who have 
recommended to the people the reading of the holy Scriptures. As 
the Faithful then fubmitted themfelves to their Teachers, and learnt 
from them how to interpret the holy Scriptures, they might be truft- 
ed with the divine Word, which they read with refpcc>, and with 
entire fubmiffiori to the Orders of the Church. But it has happened 
otherwife in thefe laft Ages, byreafonof the rife of new Seels, that 
Tradition has been nothing confider'd, anc 1 that everyone would ex- 
plain 
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plain the Bible after his own faftuon, without confuting their law- 
ful Paftors, fome of which feem'd in a manner to have conmbutcd 
to the increafing this diforder, tluough the httk knowledge they had 
of the holy Scripture s wherefore it was thought convenient not eah- 
ly to fuftr all forts of perfons to read the holy Scriptures Mandated 
into the Vulgar Tongue. 

We may however fay, that before the Innova 10ns of the laft He- 
retics, there were few Churches even in the Weft, which had not 
the Bible tranflated into the Tongue the people nnderftood. For ex- 
ample : In Italy , James de Voragine, Archb.ftiop of Gem*,, had J 
tranflated all the Bible into Italian from the Vulgar and indeed petty 
exadly, if we will believe fome Authors who make mention ot this 
Tranflation. They affirm in France that part of the Bible was traij. 
flated into French under Charles t.he V. and M. Charles du Motthn af- 
firms he had feen fome MSS fragments of it i befides they of Geneva 
hive at preient in their publick Library a French Tranflation of the 
whole Bible, made by a Canon of Aire, towards the end of the 13th 
Century. I believe this is the fame Tranflation which Robert Oltmtan Robjrto* 
fpeaks of, and which was read at Geneva before Calvnfs ^format.- - 
on, who fet up another in its place made from the Hebrew Text by ^ 
the fame Olivitan. There are fome Hiitorians in England fpeak 0 a 
Tranflation of the Bible into their Vulgar Tongue in Bed* s time. m. Cypr , At 
Spain alfo there is a Tranflation of the whole Bible made by the In* VA Pref. 
quifitor's permifllon, in St. Vincent Ferried time, which has been to J* 
printed in Folio in Royal Paper, as Cyprian de Valere affirms. ™» 

Khali not here fpeak of fome much more ancient Tranflations ot 
the Bible into Vulgar Tongue?, and amongft others of that which is 
fuppofed to be mipbilas's , a Bifhop, writ mG^ Lan- 

guage i nor of another writ in Arabkk* by a B.fhop W, in the 
time ti e Moors were in Spain. I (hall only add , that there were, 
other inflations of the Bible into Higb-Vutcb before Luther s and 
Leon of J»da\ a Zuinglian. It is true, that all thefe Tranflations in- 
to Vulgar Tongues were made from the ancient Latin Interpreter, 
becaufelhey nndernood not Hebrew in thofe days The Haencks 
of thofe times, whether WaUtnfis, Albigcnfes, thofe of the Sod of WahUnf^. 
W rotherTwere guided by no Sth* Bible but the Vulgar > 
Latin, which they had every one tranflated into the Language ot "<<W/ 
their Countrey, that the people might read the holy Scr.ptures. And 
this was partly the Reafon why the Cathohck Dodors fet up fome 
new Tranflations of the Bible into Vulgar Tongues, to opppfc thofe 
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of thefe Hereticks. As the Catholic^ Tmcc the modem Bibles of the 
Lmberans,Zmnglians, and Cahimfa have made new Tranflations of 
the Scripture into all Languages of Europe, with this difference only, 
that the iCatholicks have continued to tranflat* from the Vulgar La- 
tin, whereas the Protejiants have had recuurfe to the Hebrew and 
Greek, which they affirm to be true Originals. 

The Catbolickt then who in thefe laft Ages have made Tranflations 
of the Bible into the Vulgar Tongues, molt of them affirm that they 
undertook this Work, to keep the Faithful from reading Tranflati- 
ons made by Proliant*. This the Englijh Cathalicks, who have made 
a Tranflation of the Bible into Englijh which was printed at Meims, 
declare in the Preface to their Tranflation. Some German and Polijh 
Divines, who have alfo tranflated the Bible into their Languages, had 
no other defign but to oppofe the Protejiants modern Tranflations. 
This was alfo the Reafon why fome Divines of Louvain made a new 
French Tranflation of the whole Scripture from the Vulgar, becaufe 
ViMat they undcrftood that raoft Catholic* read that of Geneva. Nicbohs 
juahwi. MalermL a Religious of Venice, and Abbot ot the Monaftery of St. 
Michael de Lento, who has alfo tranflated the Bible into ^Italian, gives 
therefore no Reafon for his new Tranflation into the Vulgar Tongue, 
printed at Venice in 1541. To conclude: I am of opinion it is not 
neceffary for us here particularly to examine all the modern Tranflati- 
ons of the Bible into Vulgar Tongues : It is fufficient to obferve in 
general, that molt of thefe Tranflations cannot be exact, becaufe the 
Tranflators have confulted only the ancient Latin Interpreter •> where- 
as for the illuftratingof many obfeure and equivocal words which are 
in the Vulgar, we ought necelTarily to haye recourfe to the Hebrew 
Text, as alfo to the Greek Septuagint, which very few perfons un- 
derftand. „ , , - _ 

Dirties of We are to obferve, that theDivines of ^wen not the firft 
lawfe who printed a Trench Tranflation of the whole Bible from the Vul- 
gar i there was before that another printed at Antwerp in 1 530. by 
Martin PEmfermr, with the Licence of Charles the V. fet down at 
length. There are however fome Reafon? to doubt of this Tranflati- 
on f Firft, Becaufe in the Edition which I have confulted, the year of 
the Imprcilion feems not to agree with what is 1 fei : down in the U- 
<ence i for the year 1530. which is the year of this Edition, is let 
down as the firft year of the Empire of Charles the V. and yet it is 
certain that he was elected Emperor in 151?. Secondly, Itisfaidin 
this fame Licence, that this Tranflation has been communicated to 
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the Inquifitor of the Faith, and to other Divines who have admitted 
of it. But as there was at that time no Inquifitor of the Faith in 
Flanders, this may caufe both the Licence and the Bible tobefufpe- 
ded : And what increafes the fufpicion yet more is, that in Chap. 3. 
Gemfis, where the Vulgar has, Iff* content caput tuum, the Interpre- 
ter has tranflated according to the Protejiants way, Cette femence bri- 
Grata tejle. Befidesin the Preface to this Edition, the Books of the 
Scripture are divided almoft after the fame way the Protejiants divide 
them i and thofe which were not writ in Hebrew, are not look'd 
upon as Canonical, but only of late date, and approv'd of by the 
Ctarch for the good Do&rinc contained in them. 

I am however of opinion, that we ought not fo eafily to condemn 
this Tranflation: For it may very well be, Firft, That there might 
happen fome fault in the Licence ', and to fpeak truth, there is ano- 
ther Edition of this Bible in 1 54i« the 22d. of the Empire of Charles 
the V. and there is there a mention of a Supplication made upon this 
account in the year 1530. Secondly, We ought not methinks in this 
place to take the word Inquifitor of the Faith, as if there had really 
then been an Inquifition eftablilhcd in the Lm-Comtreys. Thirdly, 
The Interpreter might tranflate, Cette fememe, in Chap. 3. of Getr. 
becaufe he owns he tranflated from the Vulgar, reviewed and corre- 
cted by ancient Copies : Now it is certain , ad has already been 
mown, that we read not ty/iinfeveral Copies of the Vulgar. Laftly, 
As for the divifion of the holy Scriptures, there is nothing in this Pre- 
face but What has been taken 6ut of St pot*, whbjbeaks in feyaal 
places of tiisWorktfafter the fatoemartierv agreeable to the oplAon 
of the Jem, who have rtotpbt the Bdbkihdie' iri <j«eftioA HMtheu 
Canon. This however hindersjpot but the Church may with reafori 
admit them 1 whereto we may add, that Cardinal Cajetan, wWCf lt* 
yed at the fame time with the Authbr ot this Tranflatioh, openly de- 
«la« e* the ferns thing* in his Gomrncn tides om the Scripture. 

Befxle* alii thefe Tranflations of the Bible into Vulgar Tortgftes, 
made by CathoUc% Authors, from the ancient l^d Tranfl^wnj^ 
tony Bmccioli printed in the yeaMft°< m IwtoTiahiJtidnftotn duam 
the Hebrew Text, which he dedicated to Ftancii thel. TWre^erc 
afterwards three Editions of it ih ite9>nv>> ahdiri 1541. There 
is before the Edition of) 1 540: a ldngEpiftleto Renk-oS FranctvUut* 
chefs of Fertara, whetd the^Auchor gives feverai Reafons tfrflioW, 
that the Bible oaAtao^o be^ And 
thetefoie thurlnwrpreter ha&not! the lame fteatorisv*»'ritoft ot the 
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other Catkolick Doctors had, who defigned only to hinder the Faitlr- 
ful from reading the Protejiants Tranflations i wherefore he regula- 
ted not himfelf in imitation of them by the ancient Latin Interpre- 
ter, but by the Original Hebrew. 

This Tranflator undemanding Hebrew but very indifferently, has 
followed Fagnin's Latin Tranflation. And as he fecms not always to 
have underftood the Latin words of this Tranflation, which is in it 
felf obfeure enough, he fometimes falls into Errors > and befides his 
ftyle is rude, and as barbarous in Italian as Vagnirts is in Latin. I (ball 
only here produce one Example of his Errors, whence we may eafily 
N<h,8.4. judge of his undemanding. In Chap. 8. of Nebemiab, where Pagnin 
has nonfenfically tranflated, In lege Veiexpofiti, Bmcrioli, who confu- 
ted not the Hebrew, has tranflated into Italian, Nella lege d' Iddiodi- 
cbiarata. As he confidered not that the word which fignified Law 
in the Hebrew, was Feminine, and that on the contrary the Partici- 
ple which he has tranflated, dicbiarata, was Mafculine, in the fame 
Text he has corrected, according to his own fancy, Pagnin's Tranfla- 
tion of that place, which ihe underftood not.. 
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Of ' the^TrmffdtJdf/s of the Bible into Vulgar Tongues, 
mite by Wafe ivh* are feparated from the Church of 
Rome ; and chiefly of that of LlJt&er. 

*f*He former Ages were ignorant of thefc various Tranflations of 
\ JL the. Bible, which are at prefent in the different Religions i for 
though men were divided in communion, they acknowledged one 
and the fame Scripture. For example : The Greek? who were divi- 
ded into different Seds, had only one and the fame Greek Tranflati- 
on of the Scripture i and they have at prefent no other Tranflations 
of the Bible but theSeptuagint, they having,never taken the liberty 
totranflate it into Vulgar Greek i It would alfo be well that we 
had no other Tranflation of the Bible but. the Vulgar in the Latin. 
Church, in imitation of the Greek. But the Protejiants, who have 
pretended to reform Religion by the pure Word of God, thought it 
Was iweflwy. to have moreexaa Tranflations of the Scripture, and 

which 
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which agreed better with the Originals, than the ancient Latin one, 
which had been fo long ufed in the Weftern Church. They how- 
ever at the time of their Reformation made ufe of no other Tranfla- 
tion than the Vulgar i and before that time the Albigenfes, the WaU 
denies, and thofc of the Se<ft of fffoty/f/, had grounded alfo their pre- 
tended Reformation on the Word of God, as they found it in the 
fame Vulgar : This may eafily be proved by their Tranflations, which 
they at prefent keep in MSS. in their Libraries. John Lrger, Mini- John Ugit 
fter of the Reformed Religion, who died at Leyden, affirms in his |M' o! * c 
Hiftory of the Valleys, that he had an ancient Copy of the Tranflati- ymyu 
on of the Waldenfes writ in their Language i and I doubt not but 
there are in fomc Libraries of England, fome Copies of fPickfifffs 
Englifih Tranflation. 

Lutber was the firft Proteflant who durft undertake to tranflate the lutitr. 
Bible into the Vulgar Tongue from the Hebrew Text, although he 
underftood Hebrew but very indifferently. As he was of a free and 
bold Spirit, he accufes St. Jerom of ignorance in the Hebrew Tongue i 
but he had more reafon to accufe himfelf of this fault, and for having 
fo preejpitantly undertook a Work of this nature, which required 
more time than he tmployed about it. Thus we find that he was 
obliged to review his Tranflation, and make a 2<J. Edition i but not* 
withftanding this Review, thej moft learned Protejiants of that time 
could not approve either of the one or the other, and feveral of them 
took the liberty to mark the faults, which were very numerous. 

Sebaftian Munfier, without doubt, meant Luther's German Tran- **nnn. 
flation, when he fays in one of his Prefaces to his Bible, that he could Bib'&Noc. 
take notice of many places which the modern Interpreters have ill inc.a.>i» 
tranflated, by reafon they did not fufficiently apply themfelves to 
the ftudy of the Hebrew Tongue. And befides the fame Author, in 
his Notes upon Chap. 2. of Jonas, fcruples not to mention 'tjtthtf % 
and to blame him for having tranflated in that place by a negative, 
what was affirmatively expreffed in the Hebrew. T . -v.. 
This Tranflation of Luther's was alfo rejected by thofe'of the Re- 
formed Religion at the Synod of Port, where it was agreed upon, 
that a new Flemifh Tranflation of the holy Scripture fhould be made, 
becaufe the ancient Flemifh one, which they then made ufe oL had 
been made by Luther's Gemah onej which they accounted was ml) of 
faults. The Zttiitglian* had alfo 16fig before that made a new Trarifla* 
tion of the hdty Scripture for their particular utei' having given tlft 
fame Reafons for not making "ufe of Luthtr% which, according to 
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other Catkolick Doctors had, who defigned only to hinder the Faitlr- 
ful from reading the Protejiants Tranflations i wherefore he regula- 
ted not himfelf in imitation of them by the ancient Latin Interpre- 
ter, but by the Original Hebrew. 

This Tranflator undemanding Hebrew but very indifferently, has 
followed Fagnin's Latin Tranflation. And as he fecms not always to 
have underftood the Latin words of this Tranflation, which is in it 
felf obfeure enough, he fometimes falls into Errors > and befides his 
ftyle is rude, and as barbarous in Italian as Vagnirts is in Latin. I (ball 
only here produce one Example of his Errors, whence we may eafily 
N<h,8.4. judge of his undemanding. In Chap. 8. of Nebemiab, where Pagnin 
has nonfenfically tranflated, In lege Veiexpofiti, Bmcrioli, who confu- 
ted not the Hebrew, has tranflated into Italian, Nella lege d' Iddiodi- 
cbiarata. As he confidered not that the word which fignified Law 
in the Hebrew, was Feminine, and that on the contrary the Partici- 
ple which he has tranflated, dicbiarata, was Mafculine, in the fame 
Text he has corrected, according to his own fancy, Pagnin's Tranfla- 
tion of that place, which ihe underftood not.. 
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Of ' the^TrmffdtJdf/s of the Bible into Vulgar Tongues, 
mite by Wafe ivh* are feparated from the Church of 
Rome ; and chiefly of that of LlJt&er. 

*f*He former Ages were ignorant of thefc various Tranflations of 
\ JL the. Bible, which are at prefent in the different Religions i for 
though men were divided in communion, they acknowledged one 
and the fame Scripture. For example : The Greek? who were divi- 
ded into different Seds, had only one and the fame Greek Tranflati- 
on of the Scripture i and they have at prefent no other Tranflations 
of the Bible but theSeptuagint, they having,never taken the liberty 
totranflate it into Vulgar Greek i It would alfo be well that we 
had no other Tranflation of the Bible but. the Vulgar in the Latin. 
Church, in imitation of the Greek. But the Protejiants, who have 
pretended to reform Religion by the pure Word of God, thought it 
Was iweflwy. to have moreexaa Tranflations of the Scripture, and 

which 
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which agreed better with the Originals, than the ancient Latin one, 
which had been fo long ufed in the Weftern Church. They how- 
ever at the time of their Reformation made ufe of no other Tranfla- 
tion than the Vulgar i and before that time the Albigenfes, the WaU 
denies, and thofc of the Se<ft of fffoty/f/, had grounded alfo their pre- 
tended Reformation on the Word of God, as they found it in the 
fame Vulgar : This may eafily be proved by their Tranflations, which 
they at prefent keep in MSS. in their Libraries. John Lrger, Mini- John Ugit 
fter of the Reformed Religion, who died at Leyden, affirms in his |M' o! * c 
Hiftory of the Valleys, that he had an ancient Copy of the Tranflati- ymyu 
on of the Waldenfes writ in their Language i and I doubt not but 
there are in fomc Libraries of England, fome Copies of fPickfifffs 
Englifih Tranflation. 

Lutber was the firft Proteflant who durft undertake to tranflate the lutitr. 
Bible into the Vulgar Tongue from the Hebrew Text, although he 
underftood Hebrew but very indifferently. As he was of a free and 
bold Spirit, he accufes St. Jerom of ignorance in the Hebrew Tongue i 
but he had more reafon to accufe himfelf of this fault, and for having 
fo preejpitantly undertook a Work of this nature, which required 
more time than he tmployed about it. Thus we find that he was 
obliged to review his Tranflation, and make a 2<J. Edition i but not* 
withftanding this Review, thej moft learned Protejiants of that time 
could not approve either of the one or the other, and feveral of them 
took the liberty to mark the faults, which were very numerous. 

Sebaftian Munfier, without doubt, meant Luther's German Tran- **nnn. 
flation, when he fays in one of his Prefaces to his Bible, that he could Bib'&Noc. 
take notice of many places which the modern Interpreters have ill inc.a.>i» 
tranflated, by reafon they did not fufficiently apply themfelves to 
the ftudy of the Hebrew Tongue. And befides the fame Author, in 
his Notes upon Chap. 2. of Jonas, fcruples not to mention 'tjtthtf % 
and to blame him for having tranflated in that place by a negative, 
what was affirmatively expreffed in the Hebrew. T . -v.. 
This Tranflation of Luther's was alfo rejected by thofe'of the Re- 
formed Religion at the Synod of Port, where it was agreed upon, 
that a new Flemifh Tranflation of the holy Scripture fhould be made, 
becaufe the ancient Flemifh one, which they then made ufe oL had 
been made by Luther's Gemah onej which they accounted was ml) of 
faults. The Zttiitglian* had alfo 16fig before that made a new Trarifla* 
tion of the hdty Scripture for their particular utei' having given tlft 
fame Reafons for not making "ufe of Luthtr% which, according to 
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the opinion of fevml Protcjtants, was very incorrect, and had been 
made by a bo'd man, and led away by prejudices. 
^ This is the Reafon why he inveighs againft. the Hebricians of his 
time, moft of whpm defpifed his Tranflation. And that he might 
more vigoroufly encounter the modern Hebricians, he at the fame 
time atraqu'd the Jews, both in Books which he writ on purpofe 
againft them, and in his Commentaries on the Bible, efpecially upon 
Gtnefis, where heaccufes them of not underftanding the holy Scri- 
ptures i then he wonders that any perfons will value their Dreams : 
Lutb. Com. Nuge Judtomm arguunt eos nihil fiire facrarum rerum, &tamen trabunt 
in Geo. 16* fecttm magnos viros, & noftro tempore viros in ipforum lingua dottiffmos, 
qui tales fepe nuzas admirantur. He acknowledges indeed that they 
underftand the Hebrew Grammar, but not the things themfelves, 
and that therefore their Books are of no ufe for the undemanding of 
the Scripture. Norunt quid nominti, quid ret nm nor mm, itaqs nihil fani 
dieere pojfunt. As then the Grammar only is not fufficient for the 
tranflatingthe Scripture, and he is perfwaded that thsRabbins Books 
confift only in Grammar, he wholly rejects t,hem i and we find in 
many places of his Commentaries, certain, common Places againft the 
7<mr, and fome Proteftanfis, of his time, who followed the Rabbins 
Explanations j he is of opinion thaj the Tranflations of the Bible 
made by thefe Interpreters, are rather Jwijh thmChtiftian. 

Luther having laid down this Principle, thought it was much more 
proper to tranilate the obfeure places of the Scripture, by relation to 
the Affyfteries of Chrjftianity, than to confolt the Rabbins Books > 
befides he was perfwaded, that there were many, Hebrew words 
which tjne jews uriderftood' nothing of i and that the Hebrew Tongue 
having been once foft, it was impoflible for it to be throughly refto- 
red. Laftly, There were none but the Cbriflia.ns that could do it, be*, 
cau/e they only had the knowledge of the true Religion. Ita interch 
dit ufm & cognitto bujtu linguf nt baud, mquam perfeiU reftaurari queat, 
ntcvocumtantum, fed & pbrafiiim & confiruclionum multiplex & varia, cjl 
dfcuritati qupfit ut.vim &fguras aut empbafesplHrimmumdWionum & 
ftMentiqrwn ignoremus, aut ft qua ratione in integrum reftitui ptterit per 
GhrijiiaMrtdfiat oporttt, qui ex Novo Jeftamento veram Scripture cogni* 
tionem babenu 

Although this method of lutbejfs iri his new Tranflation of the 
Scripture is fometimes good, it is however dangerous ariti fubje& to 
Errors, efpecially, tfhen a man has fprrrrti to fcu$eljta notion of Chri- 
wamty, according to his own fancy and preju<jjces ri He had reafon to 

con- 
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condemn them who apply themfelves only to the ®^lg^ 
but on the othAc fide, under pretence of avoiding the ilndt Gramma- 
tical fence we too much limit the true f t nce of the Scr.pture which 
w ranflate rather according to our own notions than according to 
Truth! which Luther has fometimes done. This is the Reafon why 
faChaa4.Gw..Vcrfci. he has tranflatcd, 1 have gotten a man r»htcb Qcn+i. 
"tbeUrd, whereas he ought with the Septuagmt and Vulgar to 
have tranflatcd v I have gotten a man from the Lord. Lutberhctcm fol- 
low'd fome Allegorical and Cabbaliltick Doctors who had fpoke af- 
reTthis manner being perfwaded that the Meftah was fpoke of m 
^S^^Lt^ of his Scholars defend his Tranflation 
of thi place, and that thhkm has publifh'd a D.fpute upon this ac- 
coun wherdn he (hows this fame exprefllon in many other places of 
the Scripture. But all their Reafons are of no force as to this place 
of the Scripture, which Lutbey had in his hrft Edition worfe tranfla- 
ted where it is U have gotten a man of the Lord.-] It was impoflible 
for a man who unoerftoocf not Hebrew well,to make an 
lion of a Book which is fo hard to be tranflated as the OidTeftament is. 

Although Luther underftood not Hebrew very welU he however 
knew this (as we have already obferv'd) that many Hebrew words 
treequvS, and that this Tongue which had been loft, hadnever 
£ e Z'd i but on the other fide, I underftand not how he could 
think toreftore it perfectly through the knowledge he had of Chnfti- 
anhy. H however blames himfelf fometimes for having too much 
fXv? The Rabbins i but we ought to pardon him a fault he was no 
Sly ftullty 0 rfmce he never underftood how to read their Books i 
ffiXwers however, through a wilfulncis which they dually are 
^iltrof who enter into any Party, efteem his Tranflation much 

TO TtYs h p^ 

Dictionary, for the authorizing only of Luther's opinions concerning 
thfSS/Book. i but this new Dictionary J^rvcs « >nly to (how 
^Wsoreiudice aeainft the Rabbins Bboks which he had neve* 
^ llS^TLa^B Followers, fays, that he uftjafly gtftffci 

bins, to Solomon, who expefted that the Ships he had lent -to ttoln. d Quu 
dies\ mould bring him home fome rich and precious Merchandttes, £ nov , 
S\3^ b^g^Wm«^ftme Apes and Peacocks. The fame xrand. 
JZZ inWg of Lutherh great exactneft in his Tran- c. 6. 
of the Scripture, that he often had Butchers «>me to h,m to 
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drefs Sheep before him, that he might in his Tranilation the better 
defcrjbe the parts -of thefe Animals. In a word : His great Rnl 
whiefvwas to explain the Old Teftament by relation to the New was 
then of no ufe to him > but as he was perfwaded that the Jem had 
wholly loil the Hebrew Tongue, I know not what Oracle d conful- 
ted for the undemanding of the proper bonification of the Hebrew 



Ma n u 8 v ™ n y™l Uons fLutber^s Bible into Higb-Vmb. 
ManyeHeem the Edmon of Weimar before all others, becauff Luther^ 
Tranflation is there in many places corrected, without any thine of 
the ancient one s being taken out i but the Corrections are only fe 
down between two Hooks. 1 

TheSmdes,T>anes, Finhndm, and other Protefiantt of the North 
who fo -How Lutbers opinions, have alfo tranflated his German Tnnl 
Paul Mkr. flation into their Tongues. Paul EM- alfo in i 574 . printed^/,™ 
herg.Lutber's Jran/lation with the ancient Latin one upon two Co- 
lumns, correcting only the Latin Interpreter in fome places to make 
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though he corrected it in fome places : As he. was a C JJ^Sfe 
Sat SeS! rPret " S PtUrC Whkh WC,e thc {im ™<* 



_ J he . ProteHants have alfo made feveral Tranflations of the 
Bible into their Tongue, efpecially fince their feparat on from he 

iary, to reckon them all up, fince they were all rejected at a Confe- 
ree at tf^*^ where King James commanded a new o e 
to be made, not thinking thofe which had been made ufe of fince the 
Reformation were exatf. He laid down certain Rules, which thofe 
who help'd towards the making of this newTranflation ZctofoZ 
low > and amongft others, he commanded them tofollow, as much 

,h f W Inflation, commonly S, 
The mops rrmftatw i and that they foould put uo Notes in the Mar- 
gin to tlluiUate theText. This defign was executed according to the 

. ftassraa ?«: rt n s c t idbs 

to wit, this ancient one, and the.new one made under King 

* jW, 
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fames with the TranHation of the other Books of the Bible. Hpeak 

&The E«g///&, who are ufually call'd, ^"1. W *° r m 
in their Churches the Office of the Liturgy i and the ancient £«g/# 
Tranflation of the Pfalms is kept in this Liturgy, as is more at large 
S dow S a Book writ by John D^a learned E«J# fW*«* ftg* 
n defence of the Englijh Litu/gy againft the .^^^ ^ Vindic. 
whom he looks upo\i as Schifmaticks. This fame Author alfo in the 
fame Book mentions moft of the other Englijh Tranflations of the Bi- 
ble made by other Authors; ■ . - . 

King 7iLr would not let the Chapters of the ancient Tranflation 
be changed in this new one, nor even the proper Names v whereby he 
condemned WW«/s Tranilation, who endeavour d to write the 
proper Names according to the pronunciation of the W ot huye, 
and efpecially the German ones. He commanded alfo that certain 
Names which had been authored by ufe, (hould be prefervd, as 
that of Churchy and fuch like. . 

To conclude : This Tranflation has its fan tsas well as others, ha- 
ving been made by the Jemjh Grammar. What has made it more 
conec* in fome places thin the others which were made before it, is, 
Saohey who made it, had profited from Pram's Critical Obferva-j 
tfons, ls^inusAmama^o\£^ and they took care to avoid 
the Errors which this learned Protefiant had condemn'd in Tremens s 
Tranflation. If I could have read this Tranflation, I wouU have 
more paZlarly markM the faults of it » but the little whkh I have 
found of it either inLatin or French Books, ™ L 

nothing extraordinary above all other Tranflations •, befides that ha- 

into 8 French, it feems not to me to be altogether exaft : Befides, the 
T^nflatorshavingleftout of the Margin the 
of the equivocal words, whejeof there are a great many in the He- 
brew Telt, it was almoft impoffible they (hould iW^nftAe 
beft. Whereto we may add, that feveral P«fons being commanded 
by King James to affift at the making o ^thii Tranflation was 
Srd for them to keep that uniformity which is reqmfite in a Work of 
this^nature , and befides they were oblig'd to follow certain Rules, 
which took from them the liberty of making an exaft Tranflat.on 
Laftlv, It wpuld perhaps have been more proper to have added 
fom ^litetal Notes fcr the illufiratingofthe Text, and theex^aining 
Ke Hebrew words, which may be differently tranflated. Bu 
King Jams condemn* all thefe Notes, becaufe he underftood that 
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thefe Notes being often made by perfons which are ufually poffefs'd 
• with fome certain opinions, were often contrary both to the good of 
Religion and the State. This made him openly fay at the Confe- 
rence at Hampton-Court, that the worit Tranilation of the Bible was 
that of Geneva, meaning thereby the French Tranilation of Geneva, 
which had been tranllated into Er.glijh by fomc Engltfh Puritans or 
Fresbyterians, 

In the year i<$i8. it was agreed upon at the Synod of Don by 
thofeof the Reformed Religion, who were aflembled out of fevcral 
Provinces at that place, that a new Flcmijh Tranilation of the Scri- 
pture mould be made, becaufe the ancient Flemijb one made from that 
Of Luther's was full of faults. In a word: Several perfons learned both 
in Greek and Hebrew accompliih'd this defign, and the new Flemijh 
Tranilation was printed with Notes in 1637. • It agrees indeed bet- 
ter with theprefent Hebrew Text than Luther's does, and they have 
herein better obferv'd the Rules of the Hebrew Grammar > but it is 
far from being lb perfect, as a good and exact Tranilation of the 
Scripture ought to be. 

It is not lurHcient to tranflate the Hebrew according to the Rules , 
of Grammar and the modern Dictionaries y we ought beildes per- 
fectly to underftand Hebrew according to its full extent, as has al- 
ready been obferv'd. In a word : Our defcription of a true Tranila- 
tion in the following Book, will (how how far the modern Interpre- 
ters are dirtant from this perfection which we fearch after, and which 
. the, Protejiantt have not underftood. 

Befides all tjiefc Tranflations of the Bible into Vulgar Tongues, 
which have been made by the Protefianti, there are yet two Spanijb 
Tranflations from the Hebrew Text > the ancienteft of thefe two is 
ceffiod. At that oiCaftodore de KeynAwhich was printed at Bafil in 1 $69. The 
to)**' Author in his Preface fays, that he ufually follow'd Pagnin's Tranila- 
tion, which he. looks upon as the beft, and that he has had great af r 
(iftance from the Spanijh Tranilation of the Jem printed at Ferrjra, 
which has been before fpoke of* 
£)pr,dtV<t- .- The fecondty<«# Tranilation is that of Cyprian de Valere's,whlch 
is not fo much a new Tranilation, as a fecond Edition of the former 
corre&ed in fevcral places. Thefe two Interpreters feem to have had 
up great knowledge in the Hebrew Tongue, although they both fay, 
they tranllated the Old Teftament from the Hebrew Text. Cyprian 
{UValm foWows very often the French Tranilation of Geneva* and 
when he hits eight, we ought father to aferibe it to chance than to a 
Hue judgement,whtch he himfelf could not make. 
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DhJaiL Minlfter of Geneva, has *lfo made an Italian Tranflation 
of the Bible, which was afterwards tranllated into Ftencb. But by 
his method he feemstather to be a Divine and Preacher, than learned 
in Criticifm i he applies himfelf chiefly to the neatnefs ot expreflion, 
and to avoid equivocal terms : Wherefore he adds fome words to the 
Hebrew Text, for; the competing the fence, which be marks with 
another Character, to (hew that they have beeivadckd i butthisnin- 
ders nofcbut that he often limits the fence of his Text, to make it- 
more intelligible. All perfons agree not with him about the expla- 
nation of fome paffages, where he affigns a particular fignincation to 
fome terms which are altogether equivocal : We ought however to 
.acknowledge, that he has fucceeded very well in many places, and 
Sat he explanvfhimfelf more neatly than any other Tranllator i but 
we cannot wholly excufehimfor the too great liberty he has tome- 
times taken in his Tranflation. ■ „ 

He has in Chap. 1. ofGtnefis, Verfeai. followed them of Geneva, Gen. r. 
where he tranflates as they do, Great Whales, , In Chap. a. of the e«- *• 
fame Book, Verfei2. he has . ill tranllated the Hebrew word oedola, 
by Pearh: For although Interpreters agree not about the fignihcati- 
on of this word, he is not however allowed to put a general Name 
inftead of one that fignihes a particular Species ;, this however is his 
ufual method, becaufe he is afraid of being unintelligible, by keeping 
too clofe to theHebrew Text. Wherefore he has changed fome Words, 
and added others, according as he thought fit i and when he has 
found the fence not to be compleat, he has added [what he thought 
was wanting to the Text : As in Chap. 4. of- Genifit, Verfe 8. where Geo. 4 - 8. 
he hasaddfld thefe words, [Let us go into theFteld^ It is true, he 
has put them in other Letters, to (hew they belong not to the body 
of the Text i but as he has fet them down in the body of his Tranfla- 
tion, he has thereby fliown that the Hebrew Text Which he tranila- 
ted wasdefe&ive. Inthe fame Chapter, Verfe 2d, inftead of, Mm 
bMLantocaU.upon.the Name of the Lord, he has tranllated, 7te*j« 
mnto call fome part of men, by the Name of the Lord. And as if this 
fence was the true one, and he had not fufficiently explain d it in tus 
Tranflation, he again expreffes it more fully in his Obfervations, 
without mentioning the other fence , which is better and more 

Laft'ly, Viodati fecms not to efteemthe Mafforets Text as infallible, 
from which he fometimcs deviates when he finds a better fence : As 
inChap.4?. of Gemfu, Verfe 10. where he has tranllated the He- Gco.^io 

Y brew 
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of tLmoaetn G«mm«jans. Tranflation, feme of 

■is l'^^a5ffl»5fiSS» of the Hebrew words, al- 
them explain the T^in ffl^ wceflsuy places i the othet Ob- 
thdughhe dpts not do his «»*S*^ 1K „,ha the Medi- 

fattens of a Divine, than *^°tes« ■* j» G „i 
makes thi* frleabnt Obfavatton, «« ^ (few ^ 

tbat i> Mm, mh to God t «■ «** f»» ^gU fald, That the 
m ..ItwouTd h »^ f Xfto™odwtethecom^^ 

fi». J4M«M'£W> ""rrirj^GartSents, and doath themfelves 
mar7ded ! themto «nake «^mfeWes ^men^ »n ^ 

the.bekinning-of each^ook and ^P^"^^S^ S . 
taVaBdth b tUB^Us and Chapter s, as neatly ana in ww w« 

ertplaih*d. , 
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Of the Xm(I^ni of jk Bttk m*k by the Proteffcmts 
into French* 




ObertOlhxtan, aKinftnan of John Calving jrffote* * Mi^ ^liv. 
m v. cMe/m 1535. a F«»^ Tta^ation of the whole Scjiptutc, 

tfctt'tftAta W Mother Fmcfc Tftnfttirt. n^^Hj^ 
carirt the year 12*4. which was never printed, but ka^eftftt kept 

Kufciiptinthepupl^^ 

Apotogy;affirrt!S, that hchasTaid before foWgk, th aHj b Wg gfi 
AhaHranliated^He i-WW?^*^™ 
tiih*,' wMeK was in the befeintiifag bf C »^SS 
thev rnstdfe afe b^a- Manuicri^t TrinflitiOh Into the .Vulgar Ton&ue, 



mad* tittle out bf mind. * ' ' .j^j ^^w»^!i 

■•> 1^ tb'&e featedthat Kikrt ^^^^^^^r^^lJ^ 
though they ctf <Mtf a/fom he was 
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made by Abtn Ezra. It is therefore hardly probable, that this Inter- 
preter has beftow'd any time upon the Hebrew Text, or that he has 
read the Jem(h Books, which he mentions in the little Notes in the 
margin of his Tranflation ; he without doubt pickt out of other 
Tranflattons, and feveral Commentaries on the Scripture, what Tie 
found was Bert. We cannot deiy but that herein he has dealt very 
clearly* and it would be well if thofe who (ince him have review'd 
this French Tranflation, hadobferved the fame method. 

As this method is worth our obfervation, it is fit we mould fpeak 
fomething hereofc He affirms, that he has kept dofe to the Hebrew 
Text, which is the Original, but that in obfeure places that he dpubt r 
cd of, he has, put other, Authors Explanations inthe Margin,, taking- 
notice o( the vatious Interpretations of equivocal word?, and keeping 
that fence which he thought was beft, in the Text of his Tranflation ; 
He moreover affirms, that he has neglected no Interpreter, and that- 
he has confuted the ancient Tranflators of the Bible as well as the 
modern ones." In a word : He fometimes fets down -the. Septuagint 
Tranflation, . and obferves their, various Reading?, when - they read 
theHebrqw otherwife t^an we at prefent do. When in his Preface 
he (peaks of p;J#om> he look* upon himfelf as a Page or Lackey in. 
reined' oilucti an illuftrious-perfon \ wherefore he (eldora deviates 
from pronouncing the Hebrew words as they, are found in the Vul- 
gar \ Hc fometimesi calls the pronunciation of the modern Hebricians, 
Mpfjroifs \ heallowsnot alfo of jhofe who wholly rely; upon the MaJ- 
fifftMms i anjct he f^vth^ Js the Reafon why hf has often fpk 
jpwed the S?ptuagin^Tian(iaijon., Laftly r fleams, that jnJrfsi 
Tnhflationhe has kept that pronunciation of the Heiwew' words, 
which he fapcied was tweefe^and agreed fcft with tlie,ancient In- 
terprqters of the $ble i , but he, might, for. alltfhat. have come nighet 
tj^a^cnt^nt^etjuis.. . - t f. A j >■ i i t x ~ - . •: 

ihejper^rm^nce l^is npl anfw^red jfe Sfihgp,?; J^W^^m.fm 
diiftrenft "ways how a ^ebjtew wprd niay^ traqflated :; Ifin&npt al- 
fo that he has confuted- the ancient Interpreters v however itis, his 
de%i ispraife- Worthy, and a manifeft token ofhis judgement. The 
GenevaVo&ois who furcefrra review'd^ Tranflatjpiu ought to have 
Mpwd,thf ft"* andito. have.cpm^ed-iitu Iju?. they 

| ^etn.whfiilly; ^. devia^ from it, and ther^to^pr^emn it. A On$ 
, maapnjy*. whows}s not much ,ve,rs*d in this Affair, eouWnpt fucceecj 
wfo gnwtan Undertaking i ; befi&s that he lpent but one. year in it; 
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Me was judicious enough in not having fo great an cftcem for the mo- * 

W Tni7oreters to leave the Septuagint and Vulgar, when they 
fSflSffi'tatS^t, with P a better fence, f his is the Rea- 
STthaf in GC" .'of Genefis, he has kept the word, Firmament, 
^^S^S^udV^ and has put the word, Expanfmt, 

SB, which is the(fgmfi ca f tion that < he m J ° d u e,nInte Ti e M S 
M thc iahim have given me Hebrew word. He has not aifo fol- 
ded the moft common Opinions, when he was well perfwaded of 
Ihecontrarv: As in Veife 2 L of the fame Chapter, where it is ufoal- G cn,t.*' 
tZSi SpirLvei, hehastranflated, JbeWindofGod: And- 
fL for of being accufed herein of novelty, he has recourfe to foroe 
anc entGreefcFtthers, who have explained thefe words the fame way- 
he hasdonf; however-matk'd the other Interpretat,on in the 

M Toconclude : It was impoffiblefor a/i^, who could not con- 
lult the Hebrew Text, and underflood but very indifferently Greek, 
andS! tofucccedin aWork of this importance* wherefore ; hs 
* C committed many faults: As in Ghap. i.Gen. Verfe 21. where G en.i, 2i . 
we read in the Vulgar, Cetegratdia, hehastranflated, Great Wale,, 
Z if the word atrfigDifi'd VTbaUs only, and - not Animals of a long 
for , L i, Chap. 15, Verfe 17. 1* has tranflatedthe Latu>ibd.cha f; 
word, Lampasi in the Vulgar, by Lamp, without confultinitheHe- Vcrr 
brew Textf We need not fpeak- more particularly of theErrorsof « 
tSnT«P reten it is fufficient that we have given a general Chara- 
SS- See we may judge of his T«nflation r He has not Indeed 

before his but he was not capable of difcerning of truths from 
fcults ; i and wherehe has hit right, we- ought partly to afcribc it to 
chance, and partly ta his judgement. 

clliin 1 who made a U& Preface: before O/iWs Tranflation, 
wh^VaS that it is an exa-cl and faithful one, cou d not 
hbwev« longbow of. it. He thought he was obliged to rev.ew ^ 
becaufe he fimfclf in another Pierce fays, there- were mam;6uhi 
which had Ilipt over, .and that his Language^ ^which w bar. 

barous ought to be refin'd, and made more intelligible. ThisUnr 
dc ?akiChowever was above Cam who «ould fcarce f read Hebrew, 
and ^ haXuXftood anvthipg, of Greek: Wherefore ho i ? Jie 

tSeto for 6 years, and that afterwards h*' wpuld communicate nis 
wSk to feveral skilful perfons * Calvi* was fo much perfwaded of^ 
the difficulty of making a good Tranflation. . 4W 
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Theanctenteft Editidn of this Revificn ob, Calvin's which I have 
KTSfeenviB thatof printed by R^S*^/. The Hebrew pro* 
by c.i/v*». pet Name6are inthismorc foftned thaivin the Edition of Olivet an : 
111 thts be has conformM himfelf to the Vulgar, whence he deviates 
much ldfs thawthofe who fince Hint have reviewed thkfame Tranfla- 
tion. As he' wai a manof great judgement, atid ; had for a long time 
ap'ptfdhimfelffto the ftudy ot the Scripture he has fdmetimes better 
fkocfeeded than* they that underftood! Hebrfcw : He however minded 
more- the fence than the words, and has (ometimes corrected Olive- 
**«?s Tranflation where he needed not have done it » he has however 
imitated his method, in putting the diflbrent ; Explanations of the 
ftroe Hebrew word in the Margin > and he quotes the Greek Septu* 
agihty but he does that butfeldomj and - has cut off a great part of 
Olivetan's Notes. 

Cafoitfs delign in his Revifion was to make Olivetan's Tranflation 
bettor Fmebi and more intelligible » wherefore it was impofliblc for 
him not to limit the fence in many places, under pretence of accom- 
modating his Tranflation to the capacity of his Readers. We rind 
not however that he has took fo much liberty as the later GetoHa 
Tranflatofs v he endeavours to follow his Text as well as poflibly he 
can without running into Paraphrafe : When he doubts of the figni- 
.ficatiott of fome Hebrew words, he puts the different Interpretations 
in the Margin v this however he does hot often. ' Befides as he utt--' 
derftood not the force of Hebrew words, he fometimes, as Well as 
Olivettn, retains the mofl improper figniflcatioti'in the Text, and 
puts the better in the Margin. He was ohlig'd • 1& rely upon others '» 
and' he has let alone many faults, which could not tie corrected but by 
perfons who very well underftood Hebrew. Although an Interpreter 
ought not exactly to follow the Grammatical ienee,he ought however 
for the making of a true Traijilatiori of the Bible, to underftand the 
Hebrew Grammar. And this Calvin fail'd in : His good judgement, and 
Us contirtUal'applying himfelf to the reading the holy Scripture^ 
might indeed give him fome Advantajg)es above other men, but he 
was liable to be deceived, having no other Helps for the tranflating 
of the Scripture than thbfe I have iuft now fpoke of; When I fay It 
is neteffaryto underftand the Hebrew Grammar, for the making a 
|^tod'Tranflati6n of the Scripture* I pretend not to reftrajn this 
•©dammar! tbtlpe Rules which have been of late invented » for whether 
we Underftand it by Rule,as we at prefect do,or elfe by Cuftom,with- 
ont Art, as the Septuagintand S* Jerotn heretofore did, we are alike 
able to make a true Tranflation. - " Al- 
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Although Calvin in reviewing OHvttan"* Tranflation, neglected 
not wholly the ancient Interpreters, to rely upon the modern ones, 
hfhowev r leaves them fometimes without Reafon. For example : 
In Chm 5. Gen. Verfe 3 . where the Septuagmt and Vulgar have 
ranflated, Nan permanent Spiritm mm, Calvin has with Olwetan 
anflated Shall not contend, and has put in the Mirgm, Or judge* 
without mentioning the Septuagint or Vulgar Tranfht.ons, which 
A better tranflatfd this place than the modern Interpreters whom 
they have followed. Calvin had no Reafon to leave out Olmtan s 
marginal Note in this place, who had obferv'd that it might alfo be 
3ated, Shall not abide. The fame may be fin -in fev al other 
P Taces%htch we need not here fet down : We may well enough 
judge of Ca/wa's Tranflation by his method. yVAU . haA 

This Tranflation, whereof there have been feveral Edit ons, had 
atfiXn y fome little Notes, which ferv'd for theilluftrating of the 
Tranflation i but they were afterwards augmented, and feveral Ob- 
fervations added, moftof which were taken ™££^t£ 
mentaries, which limited Very much the fence of the Scripture Text, 
as appear by the Edition of 15*'. Since that time the ^ Do- 
tes We put Obfervations in all the Editions of their Bibles, when 
QMmtira have been altered or correfted according as they tave 
thought fit. To conclude : Their chief defign in making of thefe 
Orations, was to prepofTefs the Reader, an y ^er l«rn ,n a 
manner from finding out any other fence. They by this device Keep 
tTpSple to their Religion, and hinder them from being prejud.cd, 
„ faX of any other! This makevthem obftmate, becaufe they 
&eve the GloiTes of their Dolors to be the pure Word of God 

Thefe Obfervations differ one from the other according to the dif- 
ferent Editions^ The beft and mofl reafonable which I havefeen, are 
Sn& 

»«. full nf Theoloaical Inftrii&ions taken out of Calvtn s Books. ; l-nere 
a re ^^SaSSb Well Ac literal fence, taauiethcy hnc not 
Kl^leSdb P«fons well versM in the Critlcifm of the Bible. 
In mS the ,SnZ Tranflation Vas corrected much more than it 

■S %<Z f iince that time there has hardly any thing been done, on- 
? toxoid S words chang'd, which were not underUood Co rnolm 
g^made' this newRevilion, who was Hebrew *ff™ a ?f ' 
and was^flifted by Beza, La F*ye, Kotan, Jaqmot, andG^r/. 
ZVnl h^Trn^L thii Corredtion in a Preface to one of his 
Books call'd, Frankffatenfts lnwbuUoms> 
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Comlm Bertram unhanding Hebrew better than .arw who had 
Com im D ™ am nnk Preater liberty in h s Correction both of the 

ITS * not literally enough tranllated in <W.wi«s or 
SrfTSitaions ; but on the other fade he has W) improperly 

^Xtedt" M^teV^.^ 
V w» MuX't and InmKm's Tranllations. Theft is more 
SiSSf STtUWA T.anflatta, although they 
Lnderftood Hebrew but very indifferently. 

Th is Correaion of the Gmm Bible has in general the fame faults, 
which they who trance the Scripture too rigorouHy, according to 
the Rule of the Jmfr Grammar and the modern Dutoies, ufu- 
m aS 5nm ButThTfe faults are not considerable, if we compare 
"S£ w Tothett h pro eed from theHeadinefs of the Geneva 
them withotlierswnicnF«c verfe-atf. where 0/«^tt 

Gco.4. a£ Doctors. . For example, : In unap. 4. 

Si» had very weJUranflated, began men to call upon the 

fe N m oftbe Eternal, which makes the fence obfeure and. impert - 
'£m It is true that Jquila has -thus tranllated it word for word but 

iftoliwi^fowS the Grammatical fence s and if we under- 
: ^vSZ-nsm fo little, we may underftand that by th,s 

wTyof fpeaTing" To call by the Nam, is meant, TocaUnpn tbeNatne, 

obfexv'd in the Margin, that the fenceof thefe words VKfj 
•Members of theChurch were diftioguilVd from thofe of the Race of 
S and that theFaith^^ 

have put Oliuetan's and Calvin's ancierit Tranflation in ithe Margin, as 
If it was not exa* enough to .be kept in the Text. They have be- 
fides taken away the Note which was in the Edi ion of 1 5*1. which 
ver ;well«plain'd the fence of the Text , and put another m its 
Head, which agreed better with their prejudices. 

*ehJ, 8 This Pieiudke of the Geneva Do&ors appears yet more in Chap. d. 

* NlverfcrwherefpeakingoftheLeriw which ,^ aln ' dt . heL ^ 
to th "peopk, they have tranllated, {They gave ^f tn \^Tti 
them tomlfiand it by theScripture it felf. ] ™ w "™^2™d 
Text which ought to be tranllated, h*^^ afdf^OOmnd 
mmtan found™ fuch thing s but thefe laft Conetes have in , his 



« 
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1 c 11 ~>A *r«,*,Mtu\ Tranflation, becaufe it favour d their pre- 
face follow d TrmeVm * 1 amiat l0 n Tranflation in othcr 

placeTi a! inCha V p llvl Vcrfe * where they have tranflated, Gen.,5. 
No Vapour whereas in tkir ancient TranHations we read according 
m t^Surgint and Vulgar, But a Vapour. They are fa. .sh d witfi 
putting tCfaft TranilatL in the Margin, and have put another 
C£ on in the Text, which is clear contrary to the knee. 

The Tccrrcftio sof the Fnncb Tranilation of Geneva are fo 
• ca„Mc that wc need not fpeak of them. They have only 
uke" " words which ften& too harlb and IchangM iomc 
It f wTcompare the latter Editions of their Bibles with the 
form r we ball linJTthat they have often increased the Errors inlkad 
rf^^ngrf them. As they underltood. not French very well, 
?hcv fpeak Gibbriur F««c*. For example : We find I in this Tranfla- 
ion almoft a I th oughout the word which is a Particle ad- 

^^u^oLm*^ fay, for Ccfi « 

o her Particle relative. They ^ t ^?^ t A'"^ 
and Ptfrwaf, which (without we take care) alters the ience. 

TheXve befides not taken notice that in our Tongue the words. 
Bcelf Vd Mourn fignifie Animals which are ge t, and cannot ^be of- 
ter'd to God and therefore if we follow d their Tranltati«V wc 

of t^foitwS^ Th la Calfeutreras de Goudran Par dedans, & 

-i*out ebbing «h« .he nyle of 

,h» t nlace is verv curt, and that the fence is, tbtt by 0»g °ft»< eT 

d. ^ »*.«-< ^?Xlt B has 
aJtb.grMMttA.mum'd; which thcVulga.haa 

very well tranflated according to the fence. 
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Of the other French Tranjlathm of the Bible mack by 
the Proteftants. 

Stbafl. QfEbajiian Chafiillon^ or Cafislia, whom we have before fpoke of, 
cajlalio, O made a French Tranflation of the Scripture, which he dedicated 
to Henry the II. King of France. This being only a bare Tranflation 
from his Latin one, we need not here repeat what we have elfewhere 
(aid upon this Subject. His ftyle in French being taken from the La- 
tin has the fame faults* and we find the fame affected way of writing 
In a fmooth and elegant ftyle, wherein he ufes extraordinary words. 
Gen.4p.10 As in Chap. 4?. Gen, Verfe 10. where he had in Latin tranflated 
the Hebrew word, Sbilo Sofpitator> he has in his French Tranflation, 
fme-Bonbtw. His Difcourfe hangs well together, and is periodical, 
juft as in his Latin Tranflation, as we may fee by thefe firrt words of 
Genefif : Primierement Vieu crea U del & la 'terre^ & comme la terre 
tftoit neante & lourde, & tenebrespar dtjfm VAbyfme, & que I'Eftrit dt 
Wieu febalanqapar dejfut les eaux, Vieudit s laLumierefoit. This is 
almoft word for word tranflated from his Latin Tranflation. 

As Cafialio underftood the Tongues, and the proper (Ignification 
of the Latin words, better than the Dodtors of Geneva^ he has not 
tranflated as they have the Hebrew word, Taninim, or rather the two 
words in the Vulgar, Cete grandia r by thefe words, Grandes Baleines \ 
but by inventing of a new word, -the better to exprefs the largenefs 
of the Filh f poken of in that place^e has tranflated,<5rW/ Poiflanarr, 
This French Tranflation of Cafialio's was printed at Bafil in 1555,. 
With (hort Notes at the end thereof, for the illuftratingof theobfeure 
places of his Text » and he differs in his Notes from the Geneva Do- 
ctor's method, where he fpends not time in making of Divinity or 
Morality Readings, but treats only of things belonging to Criticifm. 
Theodore de Biza and his Brethren not being able to away with any 
Tranflations of the Bible but what they had publifli'd, cry'd 
out as much againft this French Tranflation, as they had againft the 
one, whereby they ftiow'd their jealoufic, in not doing Cafia- 
lio iuftice, who merited more than they did. 
SdM.Vtf We will not reckon Samuel Ves-Marets, a Minifter of Groningen^ 
Mmtu amongft the Interpreters of the Scripture, who printed the French 
Tranflation of Geneva without changing any thing at all, with fome 
Qbfervations taken out of Viodati, and other French Tranflations of 

Gene* 
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Gentv*. Themoft 

great expence of the Eton**, who fpar d no«a^pggrt 
mis Work in fair Characters and excellent Paper. J^™ J? 
inferted into this Work fome various Interpretations of other Tran fla- 
ttens of the Bible, and efpecially of the Fta# «, but fo injudici- 
ouS ,that he mentions on^ frivolous thing, He W^"* 
needed not to have been quoted, and which are not at all difficult. It 
he fets down any thing which he has taken out of good Authors he 
fpoyls it by mixing fomething of his own therewith > behdes his 
Kguage is barbarous throughout his whole Book. Anyone may. 
iud|e hlreof by reading of his Preface to a little piece of Chronology 
Sg^T which he has inferted into his Edition : R» ne s>ytra,u 
fays k &pMt desCbronolo&es qniontplmde ^*V<* 
tonfimes, & qtiil feroit plm malaise d'accorder, que les dtfferentes Hn- 

Ui ^tr^\ inflead of making tat ^Ac# 
ingof the Scripturefext, falls ^«i^ D W t ^*^ 
diSgs. He finds many things in the Bible which karnedcr men han 
he could never have found i and as for the ^^^f^Si 
out of other Authors, he has commonly chofe thofe which favour d 
molt his prejudices, without confuting whether they were : trw : or no 
Thus in explaining the hrft Verfe of Genefu he fays that ^ he word 
God, which is in the Plural number in the Hebrew Tex l^lllcwl 
Trinity of Perfons in God. He conflder'dnot that ^Mo^hd 
for all the proofs he could find in the Scripture, ^.^^^ 
thefe Myfteries againft Servem, is of a contrary °Pl n 7;,^"l a X 
Obfervation in the Edition of the Bible of Geneva m 1K<}. is c early 
oppofit 0 him. As Ves-Marets had at that time tKe ^anno^ 
hunter, he made ufe of all proofs againft them, without conf.dcnng 
whether they were to the purpofe or no. 

His Obfervation upon the word To create in th « «^ ™J ™S 
alfo that he underftood not what he writ. In the following Verie be 

obferv* 55£fc words, *Wf^ h Wl^& 
this word, WriMounderftand, a Wmd,\»\t theihirdPerfinintbe in 

ted it intohisNotes,onl y to make the ^Scripture : agree 
dices.He might have been more modeft in <Jf^t tf ^ 
ins onlv that fome Interpreters of theScripture are of this opinion. 

8 Wh^ h ^ akeTnotice of the different ways,a Hebrew word which 
heXms has feveral fignifications, may be tranflated, hefomet.rnes 
fets down oJ y Synonimous terms, and all the variety confifts only m 
SffererS words, which fignifie the fame thing. For example. 
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Gen.3.3. In Chap. 3. Gen. v. 3. upon thefe words, Ve Pern fmvmt ne mouruz s 
he in his Notes obfcrves that others tranflate, g«e V aventure von, „t 
numric*, beingof opinion that Ew was in this place wavering. Q ne 
. imiit be very cunning to underfiand thefc Varieties. 

He fometimes in his Obfervations makes ufc of a certain Figurative 
tfyle, wherein he pretends to be eloquent, as upon thcfc worus at 
V«fc4.inthc lame Chapter, Xefiali not Jurely du\ he ayes out, 0 
bold, impudent, and manifjl CbiJt of Satan > In a word : Ih,, .great 
Work of Obfervations upon theGeflew reflation, has been fpoy d 
by the filly Additions of him who colle&ed them 1 belides, that he 
had not undemanding enough to choofc only thebeir. _ 

To all theft different Editions ot the Ge/w* Translation, we are 
yet to add one other, which was printed at Lyons, HJobnde Tournes 
in i s % 7. This Edition which is in Folio and in fair Characters is only 
Cahh/s Tranflation, chang'd in fomc places for the better difguifing 
of it. The Books of the Scripture are orderUafter the fame manner 
as they are in the Vulgar. There is no diftiivSion ot the Books which 
the frMftafrcall Apocrypha and there are no other Prefaces to it but 
thofe of St. JtrmH tranuatcd into French. There are alio fomc : few 
Notes in the Margin, only in imitation of thofe in Calvin s ifl. Edition. 
Knimrifi He fcru pies not to P W amongft the Protcjlants Tranflations of the 
in his De- Bible, that of Mr. Kent Brmtf, a ParifianDoaox. There is a plea fan t 
claration Story about this Tranflation : This Dodtor finding a new Latin Tran- 
"fii flationof ^/Me'sLogickto bemuch eiteem dof,a though thcTwn, 
oYSkflator undcrftood nothing at all of Greek, thought of pubMhinga 
French Tranflation of the Bible from the Hebrew and Greek, although 
as he himfelf confeifcs, he underltood neither the one nor the other. 
For the more eafie accomphfhing of his dehgn, he made ufe of a 
French Tranflation of Geneva, by changing only of fomc words, and 
putting other Synonimous ones in their place.But it hapned by chance, 
that h? giving the Printer the printed Sheets with his Corrections 
they did not exaSly follow his Corrections. Wherefore the Divines of 
ParU finding the wordCeae, and fome fuch like, which had been 
coyn'd at Geneva, condemn'd this new Edition of the Bible, although 
it had been made by one of their Fraternity. But Rene Bemtfi after- 
wards freely confefsM,how hecame to be the Author of the Tranflati- 
on that went under his Name. If he had been but a little cunmnger, 
he would, without doubt, have pafs'd for a learned Tranflator ot the 
Scripture, as well as many others who underftood the holy Languages 
no more thanthis Doctor, and yet have been much eftcem d of. 

Ihe End e-f the Second Books 
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Wherein the Method for the well tranflathg of the Scrtfture 
is treated of, and at the fame time is Jbewnhow olfiure 
the Scripture is. there is alfo added a Criticifm of the Beft 
Authors, either Jews or Chrijiians, who have writ upon 
the Bible. 



C H A P. I. 

A frojeti for * new tranflation of the Scripture^ where the 
faults of other tranflations are alfo fhewn. 

THE Criticifm we .have already made, as well of the 
H^wText, as of the different Tranflations, plainly 
{hews, that we have at prefent no eraft Tranflation of 
the Holy Scripture : If we confider the difficulties which nave 
akeadybeenobferv'd, itfeemsioir^ffibleforustofucceed. We 
toll neverthelefs, to the beft of our power, chalk out the way 

A a a wuca 



Bo ok m O ) Xh a ? . I; 

which ought to be obferv'din the making of a Tranflation of 
the Biblev which may-come Higher to a true one than any thing 
that ha»yetbeeirmade upon th«Subje<a. : 

Every Tranflation ought as much as it can to be like the Ori- 
ginal ; and therefore it is neceflary firft of all to fliew which is 
this Original by which the Tranflations of the Bible are to be re- 
gulated. If lh$ Mr7w ^teit had notTujfe^dro m» alt£ rations, 
ft would without doubi ;be the only true Originaf: BtitbeCaufc 
feveral Tranflators of tte Scripture loojc upon it at prefent as a 
WorkalterM by the Stew, especially by the Mafforets of Tibe- 
rias, they have recourfe to the Ancient Tranflations of the Bi- 
ble. Some think, that for want of the firft andjrue paginal, 
weought-to keep to the Serrfujjgiot : and others think ^ ought 
tQackflowledgenq o^feHplv Scjr/ptufe but the &ftciem: U{ia 
Tranflation, commonly cafiedthe Vulgar. 

But after having confider'd the Reafons alleadged both on 
one* fide arid the other, I have found a greafdeal oT prejudice, 
and that it was very hard to ""reconcile afl r thefe different Opi- 
nions. No body^ can deny but 'that the Hebrew Text is the Ori- 
ginal; although we "have at prefent none but rriiperfecT Copies V 
a#d therefore it \s neceflary to joyn the Ancient Tranflations of 
the'Bibte with the Hebrew Text, if we intend to reftore as Weir 
as we cin this firft Original. 
■■ We Ought nevertlielefs to prefer the* Hebrew Text before 
thefe Ancient Tranflations •, becaufe when a Work is to be Tran- 
flated, it is more proper to tranflate from the Text, than from 
Tranflations made from that very Text. It is only neceflary to 
cfinTMraemln paces' where we find the HebrewTtXt may be 
help'd out by them •, and thus we may confider them only as fer- 
viceable to render the Original more plahrn 'Tis true, that the 
Hebrew Text at prefent is' very faulty •, but on the other fide, 
the ' Ancient- Tranflations, whether Greek or Latin, are miich 
more defe&ive. Wherefore we mall joyn With the Hebrew Text 
Ancient Tranflations, which have been made from this Text* 
and by this means we may in fome fort feftore the firft Ori- 
ginal.* • 

^ For the farther clearing of this matter, we may obferve, that 
manV diverfe Readings have hap'ned to the Holy Scriptures, as 
wetfasto all: other Books/ As the firft Original, by which we 
<QUght to regulattthefe diverfe Readings, has been loft, the Jews 
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have had recourfe to another Rule : Which thefeftcem infallible, 
and call ft the Mafint. ThisW*rf, as we have already ob- 
ferv'd, is a Criticifm of the Hebrew Text, the reading ol 
which they have limited as we at prefent find it •, which Criti- 
cifm they have call'd Majfom, wliich fignifies Tradition, be- 
caufe they affirm that in this they have only follow'd the Tradi- 
tion of their Fathers, and have innovated nothing at all. But 
as we have already ihewn, that the Mafioret is not Divine, and 
that the Mafibrets may have been deceiv'd in many places, we are 
not to give credit to the Hebrew Text at prefent, as to a firft and 
true Original. We fliall confider it then only as an excellent 
Copy corrected by the^faw of Tiberias, call'd Mafrets, which 
were indeed very underftanding in the Hebrew Tongue, but nei- 
ther Prophets, nor infallible in their Criticifm, or Review of 

the Hebrew Text, . , _ „ 

Wherefore a Tranflator of the Scripture ought not to follow 
the Hebrew Text at prefent too exaftly, but to examine accor- 
ding to all the Rules of Criticifm the various . Readings which 
may be fotihd out both by the help of Ancient Copies, and by 
Ancient Tranflations. One would do well to print a Hebrew 
Text with all thefe Variations, as other Books are ufually print- 
ed. I acknowledge that this is hard, becaufe we want at prefent 
ancient Hebrew Copies, and that it would be difficult to find any 
above feven or eight hundred years old, and .befides, moft of 
them have been corrected by the Mafibrets. Befides, it is hard 
to find good ones •, and therefore it is to be fear'd, that the va^ 
rious Readings would be encreasM by being confounded with the 
Errors of Tranfcribers. . e 

Notwithftanding all thefe difficulties, we ought firft of all to 
eftabllih a Hebrew Text,- and obferve the various Readings ac- 
cording^ the Rules of Criticifm,' as Wfe ufp to do in other 
Books: Ifl the Tranflation theft Me Yariations may be tran- 
flated, andptit irt th£Marp, ; and miieft readipg maybe kept 
for the Body of the Trariflatibh^ . without following too cjofely 
the 1 Mafioret Tetty and; therefore rare is to be taken of con- 
founding a different Interoretati6n-with a yaritms Rf9"Jg r . 
which feversT A*thors : have done whd ! Wye exttomM the xStofc. 
pture. Fof this We m;ay HaVe ticoMp the iftf^ttMfto, 
have obferv'd in WtfriftF BHtii,''** jridgewlien the Greek 
Interpreters , St. Jerom , the Chaldtan Parafhrajtt, the Syrian 
* * Aaa 2 Tran-. 
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Tranflators, the Arabian, and others, read in,the Hebrew Text 
otherwife than we at prefent do. By the help of thefe Rules 
we may diftingufh what is truly a various Reading, from what 
is barely an error of the Tranfcriber, or a different Explanation 
of the Interpreter. When we have reafon to doubt, we may 
mark our Conjecture, without confounding of Opinions with 
various Readings. 

The Chriftians. would have done much better in publifhing of 
a Copy of the Hebrew Bible, as I have /hewn, than in relying 
wholly upon the Jewifh Copies. One might neverthelefs have 
foUowMthe^/frm Text as much aspoflible i but that ought 
not to hinder 'one from confulting alfo the Heb few Samaritan 
Copy of the Pentateuch, the Greeks, Latin, Chaldaan, Syriack., 
Arabian,, and other Tranflations, in places where it manifeft- 
ly appears that they have had other Hebrew Copies befides the 
Majforet* 

It would be alfb necefTary to know exaftly what really belongs 
to the Hebrew Text, and todiftinguifh it from what does not 
to the end the Tranflator may take the liberty of changing 
what has been added to the Text, when he finds a better Senfe. 
For example, it is certain, that the Points which ferve at pre- 
fent inftead of Vowels in the Hebrew Text, have been added 
by the Jem* fonts Agesfince. Which has wholly limited the 
Reading and therefore a Tranflator has the liberty of putting 
in others fojnetimes in ftead of thofe which are at prefent, e- 
fpecially if he relies upon the Authority of fome Copies, or good 
Reafons.. 

We ought not however to be fo taken with the Septuagint 
orVulgarTranflation, as wholly to defpife the Majforet Hebrew 
Text. It is true, that the Majforet was composed by Men that 
were not inlpjr'd by God to put in Points or Vowels into the 
Text of the Bible. But on the other fide, thefe Men who em- 
ploy 'd themfelves in the Criticifm of the Scripture, invented 
thefe Points only to limit the reading or way of pronouncing 
the Hebrew according to the, ufual cuftom. For this very reafon 
they call'd their work Majforet, or Tradition, becaufe they 
alleadg'd, that they only publiwVd what, was come to them by 
Tradition. This ought to keep a Translator from deviating 
yitywt good ground frpjn thc prefent H\bm Text. 

' a JJo»y*. 
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I know we ought not to have any greatvalue for theTranfla- 
tmnV of the Jews, becaufe they are moft of them fictions. 
BTthsM^lTinone of thefe ridiculous and feignMTradi- 
lll Thicaraitejcws, who were ^chifmaticks from the other 
5w gave no other reafon for their feparation than the Falfity of 
inT T?adicions which the Jews believ'd. Neverthelefs the C.- 
raites have kept the Hebrew Text with the Points of the M4"«V 
Xrefore. they thought this Tradition ought not to be taA afide 
with the reft/ As tfcey were Jews they could have no other He- 
bnw Copies but what was authorized by ufe. The Chnftians- 
have haS a greater knowledge of the Hebrew lext by reafon^ 
of the Ancient Tranflators, who agree not always with the 

we' could get the Hebrew Text which was written in the- 
Hexaplas of Ori£en in Greek Characters with Vowels, we ; might 
fee how the Jtws at that time read and pronounced this fame He- 
brew Text. Neverthelefs we have Greek Fragments enough 
either in the Septuagint, or in other Tranflators, whereby we 
may know that the reading of the Ancients agreed not exaftly 
with the Majforet i whence we may eafily conclude, that the 
MafToret, or Tradition of the Jews, concerning the manner ot> 
reaaW of the Hebrew of the Bible, has not been the fame m 
all Aees. A Tranflator of . the Scripture ought to know all thefe 
things,to the end he may not too clofely follow the : Hebrew Text- 
at prefent, although he ought not wholly.to leave it for the Rea- 
fons we have already obferv'd. . 
What we have faid concerning the Points which ferve in ftead 

of Vowels in the Hebrew Text, oughtalfotobe applyed to the 
Accents which are in ftead 1 of Comma's and Pointings to diftm- 
guTfh ^the different parts of a Difcourfe The Jewifh Botox* 
Ire the Authors of thefe Accents, as they were of the Points" 
for Vowels -, and therefore a Tranflator is not obhg d to take- 
notice of them when he obferves a better Senfe. As I have be- 
fore largely treated of all the Additions made by the Jews to 
the Hebrew Text, it will be to no purpofe to enlarge farther 
upon this matter h it is fufficient here to give things hi General, 
that we may forget nothing which may conduce to the well . 
tranflatingioff the Holy Scripture. ^ 
As we nave laid down for a Principle, that the Hebrew Text 
gnay be cwrefted by. the Ancient Tranflations of the Bible, , 



Book III. CO Chap.T. 

and that on the other fide there are ndnebjt bad Copies of thefe 
Tranflations, it is convenient we fliould fea'rch as much as poffi- 
Wvweon how to reftore the firft Originals of thefe Ancient 
Tranflations. We cannot fay that we have at prefent nothing 
of the Greek Septuagint, fince this Tranflation was read a long 
time in many Tewilh Synagogues, and from thence it came to the 
SritoTlto had no <S& Scripture for the firft Centuries : 
And laftly, it is now usM in the Greek Church, Who has not 
tranflated the Bible into the Vulvar Tongue. It is true, it is 
very corrupt, and thefe Corruptions are very ancient-, but we 
may find out ways of reftoring it in many jtoxhu the an- 
cient Latin Edition has been reftor'd and 1 defpair not of 
feeing one day a flew Edition of the Septuagint free from moft 
of the faults which are at prefent. 

For the doing of this it is neceflary to gather together all the 
Ancient Greek Copies, to which may be added the Works of 
the Fathers, and the Tranflations of the other Eaftern Coun- 
tries made from the Septuagint. One may alfo confute the He- 
brew Text upon certain difficulties, as was done at the Correfti- 
on of the Vulgar Tranflation. One ought nevertheless to take 
careof relying wholly upon the Hebrew at prefent, butasitis 
in the whole Extent,which we have given it in the former Books, 
where we have (hewn by feveral Examples, that the Septuagint 
once corrected would not be fo faulty as it is at prefent. 

It will be alfo neceflary to corred the other Tranflations we 
have before fpoke of, that we may notcorredthe Original He- 
brew by corrupt Copies. There are none want correcting more 
than the Chdhan Paraphrafes, as we have ftiewn at large m the 
two firft Parts of this Work: The Points which are added to 
thefe Paraphrafes won't fufFer Tranflators to find out any other 
Senfe than what the Pointings mark out wherefore we ought 
not to heed or wholly to rely upon Bmwf, Who has corrected 
thefe Pointings after hisovra way. 
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CHAP. II. 

Continuation of the fame frojetl for a Tranjla* 
tion of the Holy Scripture* 

IT is not fufficient to have a Text by which we may regulate 
our tranflatiqn befides that, we ought to. underftand 
throughly the Tongue in which the Text is writ. Now we muft 
fuppofe, as indeed it is true, that moft of the Hebrew words 
^re equivocal , and. their fignification altogether uncertain. 
Wherefore when a Tranflator makes ufe of, as he thinks, the 
belt Interpretation, we cannot for all that abfolutely fay that 
this Interpretation exprefles truly what the Original means. 
We have reafon to douk whether thefenfe of the Hebrew words 
he truly expre(s'd, fince there are other fenfes as probable. 
This is impoflible to be remedied but by comparing together the 
beft Interpreters of the Holy Scriptures, as well Jews as Chri- 
ftians. That which one fuppofes to be the beft Interpretation of 
the Hebrew words, may be put into the Body of the Tranflati- 
on, and the others may be plac'd in the Margin-^ 

Moft of the Proteftants have underftood this Rule which they 
have in fome meafure obferv'd in their Tranflations * but fo fel- 
dom, and after fo negligent a manner, that in reading their 
Tranflations one would think that the words of the Scripture 
could be differently interpreted, only in thofe places which are 
mark'd i which is not true. Confidering they alleadge the Sen-- 
pture to be the only Rule of their Religion, they had reafon 
ibmetimes in their Tranflations not to take notice of the diffe- 
rent fignifications of the Hebrew words. This Method could 
only make the people doubt of the certainty of their Religion, 
which was grounded upon fo uncertain a Principle. On the con- 
trary, the Romifli Church, who pefides the Scripture acknow* 
ledges true Tradition as a Principle of its Religion, 1* not a-< 
inam'd to confefs that the. Hebrew Text of the, Bible may be ; 
interpreted feveral ways by reafoji of the Equivocatton pt the, 
Hebrew words, ^ 



Origw* was of this opinion when he rank'd upon different 
Columns all the Tranflations of the Scripture he could find, the 
Septuagint Tranflation not being of it felf fufficient to explain 
clearly the truth of the Original. The Efteem the Fathers have 
had for this great Work of Orkens, to which they have fo of- 
ten had recourfe, fufficiently demonftrates, that they thought 
.■jkiVm, the Hebrew Text might be interpreted feyeral ways. S. Jero m , 
who in his Tranflation fometimes follow'd the Septuagint, fome- 
times Aanila\ or Symmachni\ or the Theodofan Tranflation, 
and moft commonly the Jews of his time, gave us what he only 
thought came nigheft the Original. So likewife he has notpre- 
uitYM tended to be infallible in his Tranflation, fince he himfclf af- 
Ub. 2. firms, that moft of the Hebrew words are equivocal, and that 
jpdi.Ado. their fignification is very uncertain. Wherefore hisCommen- 
■toffi* taries agree not with his Tranflation, in which he is not always 
very exact. 

I fliall not here fpeak of the Modern Tranflators of the Bi- 
ble, who have fo often review'd their Tranflations which are fo 
different one from another, although they have all tranflated 
from thefame Original. Thofc who have made Dictionaries of 
the Hebrew Tongue, follow not always in their Dictionaries 
what they have put down in their Tranflations. The Jews, 
who were the Authors of the Spanijh Tranflation, printed at 
Ferrara, are alfo of our opinion. They have in the Body of 
their Tranflation mark'd with a Star the words which they 
thought were equivocal in the Hebrew Text. There are a great 
many of thefe Stars in the firft Edition of this Bible ; and to 
have made it more compleat, it would have been proper to have 
added in the Margin the different Interpretations which thefe 
equivocal words would bear. This a Tranflator is oblig'd to 
obferve, that he may diftinguifh what is truly the Word of 
God, from his Tranflation, which very often is but probable. 
Pfoteft. The Proteftants have not took care, in refufing to receive the 
Catholick Traditions, becaufe they alleadge them to be but hu- 
mane ; they have not, I fay, took care of falling into the fame 
fault they blame the Catholicks for, becaufe they receive for the 
pure Word of God the Traditions of the Bible, which in many 
places contains things purely humane. 

To proceed, it is not eafie to obferve exactly the different In- 
terpretations which moft of the Hebrew words will bear. To 

arrive 
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arrive to this, one ought to nave fttidieti the Hebrew otherwife 
than ip is ordinarily taught in the Schools, and Diftionaries for 
that Tongue. Bcfides, the Grammar now ns'd is not perfect. 
When a Language is to be redue'd to Art, the Precepts this Art 
is compos'd of, ought to be drawn from not only fome, but even 
all the Notions which that Language can exprefs. Neverthelefs 
the Hebrew Grammar we have at prefent has been took from 
the Books of R. David Kitnhi, Efra Eliot Levity and fome other r. r. o. 
Modern Jem, who could not form a fufficient Idea of the He- Ki*Wj 
brew Tongue from a Text which has been limited by the Maffo- Jjjyjj. 
m <fcnv.We ought not then wholly to rely upon the Rabbins-, but vittt 
to underftand perfectly the Hebrew Tongue, we ought to con- 
fuit the Ancient Greek Tranflators, and St. Jerom, by joynmg 
with them the Mtforet, as we have Ihewn in the two firft Books. 
One may by this means defend the Ancient Tranflators in many 
places where the Modern ones have left them without any reafon, 
but becaufe they underftoo.dnot well the Hebrew Tongue. 

For the more eafie compaffins of this defign, we oualit to 
make ufe of the Bible Concordances, and especially that ofgJJJJ 
Conrard Kirchers, where at the firft we may fee how the Septua- j^j. 
gint explains every Hebrew word of the Bible. Marius di Car" c f the Bib. 
£/w's Hebrew Concordance would alfo be very ufeful becaufe mr.it 
it gives the Vulgar and Septuagint Interpretation, when thefe gjjj^ 
two Tranflations differ in the tranflating of a word. 0 f the Bib. 

The Modern interpreters tranflate not the Bible after Uns^,. 
manner. The Tranflations of moft efteem at prefent have moft Rom*. 
of them been made from the Grammar and Dictionary of R. p. r. d.#«- 
KimhL by joyning fometimes the Commentaries of Rafci, Aben M,J«Ah 
Efra, and fome other Rabbins who could not give all the necefla- V rt ~ 
ry helps requirM for the weH-tranflating of the Holy Scripture. 
Moft of thofe who at prefent boaft of >underftanding the Hebrew 
Tongue, have fcarcely ever had a.ny other Matter than VHxwfi 
Dictionary, which they have look'd upon as the beft, becaufe it 
is the concifeft and moft methodical v neverthelefs he is the leaft 
copious in the fignifications of the Hebrew words, m that he 
took the Rabbins Books for his Rule. . 

Worker underftanding this error of the Modern Hebrecians, Porjttm. 
and partly to favour the prejudices of Luther, made -a Hebrew 
Dictionary, wherein he very much finds fault with thole who 
follow the Ra,bbins. This Dictionary hasbeen efteem'd by m any 

B b b perfdns, 
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**** wrfons, wen amdngft the ProteftanU, and Kmber has made 
m Serf it in the-Greek Concordance of the Septuagint. But it 
mlv reafonablybefaid, that Forfier has took .notice of a fault 
he H not corred. He undertook a Work above him, and 
he was too blame to condemn the Rabbins Books, which he nei- 
. K iderftood,. nor had read. When a Language : once : loft is 
od be reftorM, and there are but few Books writ in that Lan- 
guage, w« are to fearch into all thofe which may help us in this 
uW» S. Now it is certain there are many Rabbins who under- 
She Hebrew Tongue, which ought to be joynM with the 
ancient ] interpreters in the making of an exad D>dion ? ryfor 
this language. There is no way elfe to tranflate the Holy Sen- 

RC We W ouRht neverthelefs to take care to choofe thofe Rabbins 
who have moftimprovM their own Language 5 for all have not 
beerequany excellent in this Study, and thofe are to be pre- 
ferr'd, who have explained the Scripture according to the let- 
ter, and confequently tteCaraite Jem before the Rabbinifts, 
or thofe of the V* Jd. It is true, that we have but few of the 
<W* W Books printed ', but we may eafiiy fend foe them to, 
TSJZu, where there 'are a pretty many. The Jews which 
Soder£ Tranflatorsof the Bible have ?^ttZt the* 
binifts, and they are molt of them prejudic'd in favour of their 
Traditions and the TdmL On the contrary, thofe who are 
called Cmdms or Textuaries, layafide the j^, and Tradi- 
tion; and apply themfetees.tot.he interpreting of the Scripture 
aSding to tL Letter. We ought fiot howeverwhojlyto 
negleft tie Rabbinift Jew h efoedally ^f ta f^Z^' 
ny of them have ftuck to the Literal Senfe of the Scripture. 
We may alfo make great ufe of fome Jewifli Tranflations, which 
tranflate the Hebrew word for word for. example, the Spamjb 
Ttanflation printed at Ferrara, and the two Transitions of the 
Pentateuch printed atCetfJtmimpfa the one in Spamp, and the o- 

th Akh^^ are written in a rude and 

barbarous g Language, they may be ufeftd to 
tmderftands to mSce ufe of them as of- a Dictionary 
that one may know the fignification of the Hebrew wordsmoft 
us'd in the Jewift Synagogues : To thefe may bejoynd thein- 
terptetation of the Ancwnt Tranflations, which will ihew«s 
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what was moft approv'd of in their time. ; When both thefe 
Ancient and Modern Interpreters agree, it is a certain fign that 
the Hebrew Tongue has been preferv'd in thofe places, atlealt 
amongft the Learned Men. 

I do not think it abfolutcly necefiary to read the new Transla- 
tions of tlw Chriftians to make a good one* becaufe rriwt of 
thofe who made them underftood not the Hebrew Tongue, and 
when in any place they have hit upon the right, we ought ra- 
ther to impute it to chance, than to their underftanding. Thole 
who underftood the Hebrew, readonly the Rabbins Books; and 
and therefore it is more proper to read the Rabbins themlclves, 
than thefe new Tranflations of the Chriftians. To which we 
may add, that they have made their Tranflations with too muck 

P T?fno?fufficient for an Interpreter of the Scripture to un- 
derftand the Hebrew Tongue after the manner we have been 
fpeakine of* or the other Languages which areufefol m the coitf- 
paring the Ancient Tranflations with the Original. He ought 
moreover to undcrftand the Tongue he tranflate* into } other- 
wife he will make himferf but ridiculous, asthefonev*Dodors 
have done, who made the laft Tranflation of their French Bible, 
which we have already fpoke of. . , . . 

Wc may neverthelefs obferve, that in this knowlerge of the 
Hebrew Tongue, weought not to be fo very nice as to enervate 
the Senfe of the Author. But we are to make ufe of the Ex- 
preffions which come nigheft the Original ; and it is enough if 
ourExpreffionsare not out of ufe. The Jewifti TranHations 
are herein, all faulty,in fomuchasby reafon of their keeping 
tooclofdy to the Letter of the Original Hebrew, it is hard to 
under Aiand them. OA the contrary , Sebiftia* ChafMlotr has 
fo much affeded a ncac and polite Style in his Latin Tranflation 
of the Bible, that he has often deviated from his Text. 

A Tranflator of the Scripture ought not wholly to obferve 
the Order of the wordsas they are in the Original ; otherwile it 
willbeiraaoffibtefochim not-tofett into Equivocations, becaule 
Lanmagesttgree, not : altogether in the ways of exporting things 
<mcwiSTaS)ther. He ought ftowever to take care, tine in 
cbancbg the order of the words he miftakes not the fenfe. 
Wherefore he ought to be muchconverfant with the Style of the 
Holv- Scriptures before he tranflates them. There is nothing 
3 1 Bbb 2 more 
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more ridiculous, than for a Tranflator to fearch for a Chain and 
Order, when there is none in the Text, and he ought not to 
make an Author fpeak other wife than he does, under pretence of 
finding out an Order and Senfe which looks' better. This how- 
ever has been the fault of moft of theTranflatorsof the Bible. 
They add Particles, Conjunctions, and other Links, to make 
their Tranllations more pleafing, or . their difcourfe more com- 
pact ; and confider not, that by this means they alter the Text, 
as we mail hereafter make appear. 

When we meet with words whofe fignification we do notprc- 
cifely know, becaufe they belong to fome Art, or Cuftom, 
which TranflatOrs are not always acquainted with, we may then 
ton It fome one of the fame Art, and enquire into the prefent 
Cuftoms of the Levant, becaufe they may very much help to 
clear the Scripture way of fpeakins, which agrees not always 
with ours. If we cannot be inftructed of all we would be, we 
ought however to take heed of putting boldly any thing we doubt 
of into our Tranflation. We ought alfo to put little Notes in 
the Margin, to warn the Reader that we underftand not certainly 
the Hebrew word, and that it belongs to an Art or Cuftom which 
we are ignorant of. 

And however, not to leave the Reader wholly at an uncertain- 
ty, we ought to direct him to a Dictionary of thefe hard and ob- 
jure words plac'd at. the end of the Tranflation. This Didio- 
sary ought to contain the Names of Animals, Plants, Jewels; 
Inftruments, and fuch like things, which the Jews themfelves 
underftand not, fince the difufe of the Hebrew Tongue amongft 
them. When any one of thefe words feems to be wholly uncer- 
tain, and that we cannot determine for one fignification more 
than another, we ought to put die words of the Text into the 
Tranflation, and fet down m the Dictionary our opinions upon 
that word ? and when we have Reafonsto ftand to one Senfe mo- 
ther than another, we may put that Interpretation which we think 
is the beft into the Tranflation •, but we ought however to direct 
the Reader to the Dictionary, where ought to- be fet down in 
fhort what the molt learned Tranflators of the Scripture, whether 
JewsorChriftians, have thereupon obferv'd i and at the fame 
time we ought to give the Reafons why we preferr'4 the Tran«- 
fiauon in the Textbefore all others. " " 
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Bo ok i«. \ l 3 y ..I.*- 

r v thfc means we may have a Tranflation, wherein what is 

put down in w i*°H" d "; l ^" t We mav not always exactly ; 
fignification or the Heorew ™ f havetran- 6** Chip.-* 

a in thct nlflce a great Filh, and not a Whale. , 
* tS DBta££t have teen fpeaking of o„ght to fctve n a 

„s this Example, who made a Dictionary of ^JJames o 

Towns, and other places mentioned m the Scripture. \J er ™>" ,tmh 

™S? Ft as a ufefol Piece, -tranfleted it after his own 
!*5j5ffni?5£ that i W fay, b? correcting and reforming 
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Tranflation of the Bible, inferted the Genealogies, which are 
veryufeful, and would be yet more, if they had explain'd the 
difficulties which are in thefe Genealogies. Laftly, there are fe- 
deral Editions of the Bible with Chronological Tables. We 
ought to choofe the exatfeft of them> that the Tranflatiojj, 
which we here form but a general Idea of, may be compleat. 
•I (peak not of the Method to be obfervM intheTranflation of 
the New Teftament, becaufel refervethe treating of that for a- 
nother Volume, where I (hall give the Hiftory of the New Te- 
ftament, as I now do of the old. 



CHAP. III. 



New f roofs of the difficulties to be met with in the 
making of a good Tranflation of the Holy Scripture. 



IHave already obferv'd, that what made the Tranflation of the 
Holy Scripture to be fo hard, was chiefly our not underftand- 
ing of the Hebrew Tongue, and the manner of thefe Books be- 
ing compos'd or collected. It will be convenient at prefentto 
(hew in particular, what we have as yet but explain'd in general 
terms. The Scripture is compos'd of Books Hiftorical, Moral, 
and Prophetical. No doubt but the Hiftorical Books are more 
eafie to tranllate than the others which can hardly be translated 
into any Language. The Style of Ecctefiaftes , Proverbs, Job 9 
and the Canticles, is fo concife and fliort, that it is veryhardto 
find the fence compleat. 1 fpeak not here of many Terms and 
ExprelTions which we have no knowledge of, nor of Compari- 
fons which are wholly out of ufe, and which the Sfeiwtherolelves 
underftand not any more than we. The Prophefies are obfcurc, 
not only by the reafon of the Figurative ExprelTions, but by rea- 
son alfo of the matter they treat of. Jfaiab, who had the molt 
polite Style of all the Holy Writers, is nevertheleft very oVm 
fcure. There are only then the Hiftorical Books which may 
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cafily be tranflated ; and yet 1 intend to fliew, that there are dif- 
SieVtherein as well as in the other Books of the Bible. Let 
m hesin with the firft Chapter of Genefis. 

The ufual Tranflation of the firft words of Genefis is, IntheGt* u 
betinnw Cod created the Heaven and the Earth-, whence we infer, 
S t aU things were made of nothing. But if we diligently exa- 
mine the Hebrew words, there aretwowaysof tran Hating them 
According to the proper Grammatical fenle. We may tranflate, 
In the beaming that God created the Heaven and the Earth, or before 
that God created the Heaven and the Earth, that the Earth vas with- 
out form, and that dark eft xvas, and that the Sprtt of God, and 
Cod fail let there be Light, &c Thtfe * ff f5 nt ^ . 
are all according to the rigor and Grammatical fenfe. The moft 
ttlSwafiin, that lie firft whicji we ufually follow is not 
the moft literal, becaufe they fay that the Hebrew word/» ^ 
Mm is Unk'd with what follows, and confequently ought to 
be tranffated, In the beginning that God created, 01 : Before that God 
veaYed Gretim prefers thfslaft Interpretation before all others, Gm ^ 
andfo we cannot abfolutely conclude from thefe firft words of not. neap. 
Celefis, thatall things were made of nothing. On the contrary, i. Gtn. 
we ought more likely to fuppofe, that before God made trie Hea- 
ven and the Earth as they now are, there was a certain matter 
from whence he made them. There is then no other ground for 
the common belief of the Creation of the World, but the Tra- 
dition of the Jews, which afterwards came down to the Ghri- 
ftfeni- And if we mould divide this Ancient Tradition from 
the Text of the Scripture, we can draw no certain Conclufion 
to prove that the World was created after that manner as we be- 
lieve it To conclude, this feems to me to be the moft natural 
fenfe, 'in the Beginnin&hat God created the ^ orl ^J , '^ eate ^ 
Herten and the is to fay, that the firft thing God 

treated, was the Heaven and the Earth. 

ffl nThere examine the Theological Qucftion upon the 
word ttS in the fame Verfe * becaufel here take notice only of 
The Grammatical fenfe, to mew that it is very difficult to tran- • 
flite the Bible according to the Letter, and to eiveto every 
word ^^its proper fignifcation.. As the word i GoU this place 
Tin the I lebrew ?n the Plural Number, and the Verb which 
Lnifi s Created is in. the Singular, ^PlZ^^R* 
that by this HeWew word was comprehended the Trinity. But 
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wc ought to take care that the Jm and Socman* take not from 
thence occafton to blame us for interpreting of the Scripture ra- 
ther according to our prejudices, than to the truth of the Text. 
Hiem. in St. Jerom, who knew that this was a way of fpeaking in the He- 
£h<eft.Htb. b rew ^ has in his Hebrew Queftions upon Genefes drawn nothing 
in Gtn. from thence like this ^ and befides, the Grammarians bring o- 
ther Examples of this Expreflion, for which they give feveral 
• different Reafons from the Opinion of thefe Divines. But not 
> to repeat what others have already faid, I (hall add, that it is or- 
dinary for the Hebrewsand Arabians to joyn a Noun Plural with 
a Verb Singular. We ought not therefore to fearch for any o- 
other Reafon for this Expreflion than the Genius of the He- 
" brew Tongue ^ which in this differs not from the Greek, 
which often joyns Verbs Singular with Nowns Neuter in the 
Plural Number. 

• Gtn, 1. it In the fame Verfc the Hebrew word, which nfually is tranfla- 
ted Created, the Septuagint have tranflated Made. The Jem 
and the Ghriftians afterwards gave a peculiar Idea to the word to 
Create, which the Ancient Grammarians underftood not. No- 
thing therefore but the Tradition which we have of the Creati- 
on o? the World makes us give this lignification to the Verb to 
-Create, which fignifics to make or form from any thing, as well 
. as the Greek word of the Septuagint in this place. R. Aben 
*>jCom- Efr* in his Conlmentary upon this place confutes fomejewifli 
menr. in Tranflators; who make this word to fignifie, To produce out of 
c. it Gtn. nothing, and at the fame time fhews by many Examples, that this 
is not the true lignification of the Verb Sara, which ilgnifies in 
the ftme Chapter to make or form ; and therefore it cannot be 
•properly us'd in the firft fenfe, unlefs by relation to the matter 
there treated of, 

Gtn, i. 2. In the fecond Verfe, where we read in the Vulgar Tranflation 
' Terra erat inanis & vacua, there are two Hebrew words which 
we know not the true and genuine lignification of. The Sejptua- 
;gint have- tranflated, The Earth xeat invijiblei and without order, 
as if they alluded to the Chaos of the Ancients ; and the Author 

Epift. to of the Epiftle to the Hebrews feems to approve of this Tranfla- 

the tub. t ion, where he 'fays, That the things which are feen were not 
1 made of things which do appear. 

ton. i. 2. ln the fame Second Verfe, where the Vulgar has it, Spirit* 
Dei ferebatHr Juur aqas, the Interpreters, whether Jews or 
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Chriftians, agree not how thefe words ought to be tranflated, 
becaufe the Hebrew words are equivocal, and inftead of tran- 
flatine it the Spirit of God, one may as well, and according to 
the Grammatical fenfe, tranflate it a Wind of God, that is to 
fay a great Wind blew upon the Waters. Thus Onkslot has m Oukftti. 
his Chaldaan Paraphrafe tranflated it, and the Samaritan Inter- % m *ritu. 
preter approves of this Tranflation. Befides, Tbeodoret in his ihtoiwu 
Queftions upon Genefis prefers this Tranflation before the for- 
mer. 1 know that moft Divines by thefe words underftand the 
Holy Ghoft •, but they may perhaps favour a little too muck 
their prejudices, and it is«ertain, that we cannotfcfluredly draw 
any fuch condufion from the Grammatical fenfe. However it 
is, thefe two fenfes are equally probaWe. : 
In the fame Verfe, where we read in the Vulgar, as likewife 
in the Septuagint Ferebatur, moft of the Modern interpreters 
are of opinion with St. ^wandfome Rabbins, that it ought 
to be tranflated Imubabat. Neverthelefs this laft Tranflation 
feems to agree rather with the SyriacK. than the Hebrew Tongue. 
We know not for certain the fignification of the Hebrew Verb 
and this makes thedifference in the Tranflations. 

By thefe two fcft Verfes of Genefis we may judge how hard it 
is to tranflate exaftly the Hebrew Text of the Bible,- and how 
doubtful the fignification of the words is even in the Hiftoncai 
Books. There is equivocation in the moft common terms, as 
in the fifth Verfe of the fcrae Chapter the Tranflators agree not * 
about the proper fignification of the words Evening and Aformng. 
Jofephnt underftood by thefe words what we in our Language un- fefiflm. 
derftand by the words Evening and Morning. But Sandias under- studitt. 
ftood by the Morning the whole day, andbythe Evening, all the 
night, which is theme* probable opinion. . ■ ' 

In the fixth Verfe, where it is both w the Vulgar and $opitx&<Gmt.6f 
cint Fitmament, moft of the Modern Interpreters annulate : with 
She Rabbins Extern ; which tjjey explain tobe this greatand vaft 
extent of Air above the Earth * this laft Tranflation feems t» 
be the beft, and the other comes nearer the Syriack, than the 
Hebrew. Neverthelefs many very well mamtei^ the firft Tran- 
flation : So difficult it isto find out the true figroncatJqn ot the 
Hebrew words i • ; .. «»" »Vi 

llafi over Verfci therein the VxA&tylt^Ht&m**:™***™ 
rmtmyths Hebrew in this place has two words which both fig- 

C c c m»c 
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Rabbim. Pifican Herfc and the Rabbinsagree not what Herb is here fpo- 
ken of. Some affirm, that the firft word fignifies all forts of 
Herbs, or what we ufualiy call Herbage, and that the fecond 
word fignifies Tome particular Herb. Others affirm, that the 
firft. word fignififc a young Herb, and that the other fignifies a 
, . great Herb grown into feed; But all this is grounded only upon 

Conjectures. • 
- It would alfo be to no purpofe to fearch after the proper fig- 

*' *' nification of the Hebrew word Thorn* in the 2 1# Verfe, which 
the Septuagint and Vulgar have tranflated Cetc. It is feverally 
tranQated according to the feveralplaces it is found in, as may 
ttchaw di be feen in Aocha tttth Book concerning the Animals fpoken of in 
sacuMi- the Scripture. There is nothing more uncertain than the Names 
of thefeAnisnalSjWhkh the >w< themfelves at prefent underftand 
not* They know not many Animals which they are either com- 
manded or forbidden to eat of. This is a certain fign that they 
have but animperfeft tradition concerning their Language. 
Gt1k t %6 The Grammatical 'ferife of the 26th Verfe, where.it lsfeid, 
' Ixtmalfovkfe Mttin VHr wh lwkgt according to our lik&ujs, is 
very difficult. For -fome $em affirm, that it-ought to betran- 
flated, Let Mtn be modi, others, J Mil wA^Mon, oi Let m 
mk$ Mtm, by changing of one Letter for another, as lsufual 
in Hebrew. We muft neverthelefs acknowledge, that theft 
two laft Interpretations are far fetchM, and condemn d by thfc 
Mbbtoi. moft learned Rabbins. But fvmpbfe wte admit M the ordinary 
Tranflation, we aglee not fdr all that aboutthc, true lenfe of 
S.SM4L thefewords. i Some yaw in the tim& of St. BdfU and St. Gre- 
er* P ! of Ntxjfatxx ^affirm, that God tn this rta ipoke to his 
Tktwivr, jbngtk. Other Jtws in the time of Theodora affirm'd, that God, 
according to the cuftom of , great Per Cons, fpoke to theJPlural 
.1 ' ^N«mbeTi whici» fe/the common Interpretation amongtt the Jervs 
atprefenti, and it has been reeeiv^ 1# fome Ghriftian J&w*- 
tora, 1 who vwrebf ebtofion, that $od in this placed as Well as in 
other places of theScripture, fpbke according to the ; cuftom of 
Princesiand Magiftrate». However the moft received Opinion 
*mongft our iDivihe* is, that bythis E^effion the Trinity & 
%^^fi,>to^;feaay Fathers havtfmaintain'd this Explanfltiw 
mm on, although St. Jerm, who underftood the Hebrew Tongu^ 
• lTr ^ iw^Wtobn «f vftO'&t^thii% m his Qjieftionstipon Gettefm 

I-:- CHAK 
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Other Bxmfhl of the difficulties Tbhich ^Ut occur i* 

* • • ■ " ■ 

THE fecond Chapter of Ge»efu has more ' difficult^ ^tha 
the firft concerning the Grammatical fenfe of the Hebrew 
Text I mall however touch only upon forne Examples, whence 
we maveafily judge how hard it b tow 

Suot ftop 6 at the firft Verfe, where ^nlgar and 
lituaaint have tranftated a wotfd Vrnmem, whkh t moft of the 
ffif m Intfrpreters tranfiate Htfi Neither Ml a t . 
fecond Verfe, where the Vulgar tranflates according to the ore. Gtu. a. t. 
ftntHebrew GamdedhUmrk**)h*fivimhty whereasfome 
Modern Interpreters have thought to* majce the fenfe more com- 
S!'it ought to bfe ttenftated in W.Pitt^periK^^ < 

Greek, Latin, and mdl other Languages have, this is therea- 
fon why the fenfe of the Hebrew Text h vert ^ often obfedre. 
And TajLrthe Tranflators take ^ $teat deal ofiiberty Jome- 
SSSsSeif inflations, under* p^ 

^SStofin^ 

for in ^Sme fecond Chapter of ^ ^ theintetael 
ters ha^ changM the Preterperfeft-tcnfes into thef rcterplog 
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a. 3. In the third Verfe of Chap. 2. where it is in the Vulgar, Ab 
univerfo opere quod patrarat^ we ought in tranflating word for 
word from the Hebrew to fay* From all his work, which he had crea- 
ted to makg. One cannot imagine how much the Rabbins and Mo- 
dern Grammarians have troubled themfelves to find out the 
GjammaticaLfenfeof .thi&way of ; fpeakinp, tc treat* tomaks, or 
in wkinv. . JJut we neednof ftay qpon thefe. trifles. We may 
ymtm'i cdnrott 3&rc«w's Grammar upon this place, where he fetsdown 
Comm. in the different ways of tranflating the Hebrew words. To which 
cap,2.G<». we may add the obfervation of Lewis of God upon this fame 
God' anu VPffy*' AlUhefe different Translations of fo fmallathingas 
madv.in &|s K, ; fufiiciently demonftrate how little knowledge we have 
Cap.a.G«. at prefent of the Hebrew Tongue. .-, r i 
em. a, 4, . nphe fourth Verfe of the. lame Chapter where we read in the 
Vulgar,; 1ft* font generation**, is yet more difficulty although 
the words are very plain and intelligible. It is doubtful whether 
we ought to tranflate, Theft are the Generations^ and lb they re- 
late; to what follows \ or, Tbofe are the Generations^ andithen 
they relate to what went before. , 
8*0.2.*. The fpllowiug words of the fifth Verfe are very hard, and 
the difficulty lies m a Hebrew word which the Vulgar has tran- 
flated Anteqitam, and others Nondnm. We may then tranflate 
this paflage, Every Plant of the Field fa fore it was mthe Earth \ 
that is to fay, 'Before that there was ory Plant of the Field in the 
Earth. If we follow this, fenfe we muft cut off an & y which 
is fn the Hebrew, becaufe this Con junction is often fuperfluous 
as.well.in the Hebrew as, in the Arabic^ We may alfo tranflate 
it, B Mt> there was net yet any Plant in. the Earth, It had neverthe- 
lefs been already faid. That the Earth brought forth the third day 
Grafs and Herbs. We may fee how thofo who have made Com- 
mentaries upon the fcripture reconcile thefe two places which 
£em to contradj&.one .another. My <|ef.gn isonlytofpeak.of 
the £ramifnatical fenfe, which is oblcure,.w that it is very diffir 
, cult (b to joyn the Hebrew, words together as to find out the true 
fenle. . 
en. 2,<5. In the fixth Verfe,; where the Vulgarhas tranflated, Bat a Foun- 
tain ysttt *p,or ,a>me may tranflate. it according to the Letter,./^ 
a* Mift wem *# f Sandias Gaon has in his Arabian Paraphrafe con- 
Irarity tran(^e<j it, Nor went tjierc up any Mft* The Geneva 
^riaaflatlon has alio folio w'd this laft interpretation as th^moft 
' "V " " " ' " »atu- 
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t a nrf drotlttt thoueht that Saudias JmA had a different MM" 
iT^ r™v from wha we have in which he was miitakeri. ^ 
ThlTarSfo^T^ only from the difrerent 

T Jf Satine the Hebrew Particle, which we ufua ly tran- 
T! I SS cSSonc^. But when a Negative Particle goes 

£5^^^ This r de 

c!S trSe negatively what the other Interpreters have 

^^^^^^ 

SSr? £ fometimes ferve for a Conjunction Copulative, ome- 
P^c £ * ve and fometimes otherwife. Every Inter- 
*TJZl HS ^accorfmg to his Prejudices. For Example, 
EX Chap h of S^n§ Verfe 18. where the Vulgar twn- Gcn.14.18 . 
lntheuap. Q f S Melchifedech ) Sacerdos enim erat Det\ 

Ita we may as we« tranflate it, For mtthttruM <M as> 
SrSS Wecalonly know the true Senfcb, 
• A L,"-n ff alreadv faid enough to mew the great difficulty there 

ffoMtomuch adofofind 0 «a comply Senfe, »hich *tan If 
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matter it felf of thefe Books is ufually obfcure, but becaufe the 
Expreffions are very Ihort, and there are few wordis but what 
-G«n, 49» are equivocal, as may be feen in the Prophefie of Jacob ; and this 
is the reafon of the great difference betwixt the Septuagint and 
Vulgar Tranflations of this place. 

We may farther add, That the tranfpofition of words, which 
is ufualin Scripture, often hinders us from finding out the true 
fenfe, and that the Tranflators make difficulties mfome places 
Extd.%24 where there are none. As in Chap. 3 2^ Exod. Verfe 4. where k 
is faid, That Aaron having received the Golden Ear-rings and other 
'Ornaments from the People" engraved the Gold with a Graving Toot, 
and made a Molten Calf. Moft of the Interpreters are much pcr- 
plext to find out the fenfe of thufe words \ for fay they, he 
ilabbins. could not poli/h the Calf with a Graving Tool which w& not as 
yet made : and this has made ifome Rabbins tranflate the He- 
brew word, which fignifies a Graving Tool, aPurfe, or little 
Sack \ they fay that Aaron ty'd this Gold into a Purfe, and after- 
wards threw it into the fire to make a Calf. But without taking 
. fo much pains, one may only tranfpofe the words, and then read, 
That Jb* made a. Molten Calf, and fafhiotfd the Gold with a Gra- 
ving Tool. Then nothing will be more natural than this Inter- 
, pretation, which Bonfrerins the Jefuite has judicioufly obferv'd 
comm. in ,ft his Commentary upon this place ^ where he finds fault with 
Cap. 32. Oleafter, who fays, by thefe words are meant an Earthen Mould 
>Ex«d. which Aaron had before made to caft his Brafs in. But this Ex- 
oitaftr pofition, although it is approv'd of by many Interpreters, agrees 
« Exod. «ot With the Hebrew words, which the Septuagint has •tranfla- 
, l r ' ted according to the trUe fenfe. Lombrofo, a learned Jew, who 
mum has alfo preferr'd it before all others, adds, That Aaron did a 
jgjrorf.Cap. little engrave this Golden Calf to amufe the ; People till Mofes 
32. mould come down from the Mountain. .//. .. 

Were it not that I told be tedious in counting of each pf- 
fage of the Scripture, I would treat of every particular' Book of 
the Bible, and fliew how hard it is to make a good Tranflation. 
But what I have Mready faid fufficiently fhews that the Prote- 
Protcft. "ftants have no reafon to fay, that the Word of. God contain'd 
in the Scripture is plain, and not at all intricate* > In which- 
they Ihew their ignorance, or rather the little paim chey have 
took twifijidmg out the difficulties which are in every Book of 
fc-Ab. thb Scripture, They have aot ctefetv'd that evea the learnedefE 
; :. " amongft 
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«mnnoft the tern almoft every where doubt of the proper ligni- 
Sn o f the Hebrei worlds, and that theOiftWst^y 
have made of the Hebrew Tongue are almoft foil of nothing but 

C °Ttev U were of the fame opinion in the time of St. Jerom, who mm* 
fcrupka not with them to affirm, that moft of the Hebrew ^ «• 
words were equivocal h and what is very ftrange is, that Luther, 4£ 
after having laid afide the Fathers, Councils, and in a word, LutW , 
whatever might help to keep lip a true Tradition m the Church, 
rnd app'yM fiimfelf wholly to 1 the Books oi the Scripture, has 
2?d the Tongue in which thefe Books were firft writ to be 
lX and that thefe are very few words m this Language which 
are not equivocal, and may be interpreted feveral ways. But we 
ha^e fpoke enough concerning the difficulty of tranflating of 
the HoW Scriptures. Let us now fee what Authors have ex- 
plain'd them either by Notes or Commentaries. 
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A ludment of the chief Authors whohaye expounded ; 
the Holy Scriptures, arid firii of the Jews, » 
different nap of explaining the Scripture.. 

* 

T k rk are now to. give Rules, how to,find out the true way 
V V ofc expbiningithe HokScrip^iies, and that we might 
,the .better fucceed, I thought it was more .proper to examine 
We Author* who had wrlvbeft upon ttaaSubjea, by obfew- 
ing W their failures and perfections, than to give a great ma- 
ny Rules which WiU not fo much advantage us as 1 a Cntica 1 H*- 
ftory of ,the chief Wto as^ Well JK«^ 
the Bible, t<et us therefore .begin J eWi *J. ^^Jgf * 

w4 fee wfcat<M«th©d Jwire &W ^twJwg of «fc 
OldTeftament. 
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The Jews have differently explained the Holy Scriptures ac- 
cording to the different Times and Places. Although they have 
ty'd themfelves up to the Literal Senfe in their Difputes againft 
the Chriftians, yet we find in their Commentaries upon the Bi- 
ble nothing but Allegories, Quirks, pleafant Stories, and fomc 
Morality. They feldom endeavour to find out the Literal Senfe ; 
fo much was their minds employ'd in inventing of Parables and 
Allegories, which were more pleafing to the People, than Lite- 
ral Explanations, which could hardly keep their Auditors a- 
wake \ befides, that we are more pleafed in putting off our 
own Invention, than other Peoples, and a little Wit with fome 
Invention was enough to make a Man be thought a great Dottor 
in this fort of Learning. Wherefore we have reaion to neglett 
the Ancient Jewim Commentaries upon the Scripture, becaufe 
zokar M* they have nothing good in them, as the Zihar, Medrafcim, or 
drafcim, Rabbot, and fome luch Works which the Jews cfteem becaufe of 
Rabht. their Antiquity, and fome Chriftians have likewife valued them 
becaufe they fevour Chriftianity more than the Modern Commen- 
taries of the Rabbins. But they confider not that thefe Allegorical 
Bookscontain many ridiculous Stories,and that they more plainly 
make out the Super Aitions and Ceremonies of the Jews, than the 
¥»M* Myfteries of our Religion. William Tojtell has impos'd upon many 
Divines in this Point, having pretended to prove Chriftianity 
from the Books of the Zohair y which are ancient Cebbaliftick 
Boojw, where the Law of Mofes is . allegorieaily expounded. 
But we may fty both of the Zbhar and AnckntMtdrafiimot Al- 
legorical Jewim Commentaries what we fay of the ancient Phi- 
losophers , efpecially the Platonifts, and fome Poets, who, if 
'*ueumt we believe tAwafiim of EnMio, and other Authors, under- 
cSI flood .(foe Myfteries of ou r Religion, and even that; of Ae 
dtptrmi Trinity. As they have fometimes fpoke of God in*a very 
rhiiof. extraordinary manner, we have imagin'd things'- of them 
which they never thought, of. Thus we find in the Allego- 
rical -Books of the Jews feveral ways of fpeaking, which 
may be applyed to the Myfiery of the Trinity, and to the 
iteming of the Meffiah, and it is eafie for the Jews to turn 
& into other fenfes * for as much as any one may give: what 
fenft he pkafes to moft- Allegories, as well as to Poetical 
fictions. 



As 
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As the Ancient Jewim Dodors have explain'd the Attributes 
of God according to the Platonifts, it is impoflible but they 
fliould fometimes come nigh our Expreflions * but their Idea of 
this Myftery differs much from ours. Befides, it is certain that 
the Jews have always expefted a Mefliah ; and therefore it is no 
wonder that he fliould be fpoke of in many places which relate 
to our Doftrine. But becaufe the Myftical Dotes take a great 
deal of liberty in the expounding of the Scripture, we ought not 
to rely upon their Interpretations,without fome other Rcafons, 
fince we give little credit to our own contemplative Doftors, 
unlefs their Opinions be well grounded. It is of dangerous con- 
fequence to draw Proofs for Religion out of Books which we de- 
fpife in reading of them, • . 

The Talmudifts have alfo a Method of explaining the Sen- rdmU* 
ptures much like that of the Allegorical Doctors; efpecially in 
the Gbemara, where they take more liberty than in the Mfra, GhmuA, 
which is as the Text of the Talmud ; to which the Ghemara ferves 
as a Glofs or Commentary, and nothing is more ridiculous than 
thefe GloiTes, which they afcribe to their Fathers, to the end 
they may more eafily impofe upon the People, under the pre- 
tence of giving them nothing but the pure Dognne of their 
Anceftors. Although the Mifna is more refin'd, the Paflages 
of the Scripture are not often explain'd according 10 the Letter. 
They are made to agree with the prejudice of Tranflation to 
authorize the decifions of their Doctors, and indeed we mult 
be very much byafs'dto believe that the Authors of the Holy 
Scriptures ever thought of what they afcribe to them in their. 

Talmud 

'if the Scrioture and Tradition were both equally frogfiGod, 
as the Jews affirm, we ought without doubt to prefer Tradition 
which explains the . Myfteries clearly, before a Text hlld with 
Ambiguities and Equivocations. But the Jews have invented 
many Stories, which they haveadorn'd with the Specious Name 
of Tradition. We ought however to take notice, that m 
the Ancient Allegorical and Cabaliftick Books there are many 
thines to be taken allegorically, wherefore fome Chnltians 
have not done them juftice , in making thofe things appear 
ridiculous, as if they were to be took according to the Let- 
ter. We cannot however excufe the Jews for having mler- 
tcd fome impertinent Allegories. But let us leave thefe An- • 
r " D d d cient 
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c ient Jewilh Doctors, and fee whether the Modern ones have 

done better. " 
u/n £/>*, whom the Jaw commonly call the Wife, or Learn- 

pr*/. com. e( ], fp e gks of fiveways of interpreting the Scripture $ the firft 
>» p«fcf. belongs to them who exprefs themfelves at length upon every 
word, and make many digrcnions, filling up their Commentaries 
with whatfoevcr they know, whether Philofophy, Mathematicks, 
or any other Art : He brings for example a certain Rabbin calPd 
xbiti ihuek* who writ two Books upon the firft Chapter of Genrfs, 
saJta Stadias Gam, and fome other Jews, who upon one word have 
made whole Treatifes of Phyiick, Mathematicks, &c. Aben 
Efra finds fault with this way of expounding of the Scripture, 
becaufe we ought to apply our felves wholly to the Interpretation 
of the Text, and treat of what belongs to Arts or Sciences in 
Books for that purpofe. . 

The fecond Method of explaining of the Scripture amongft 
the Jews differs much from the former, and this according to A- 
touAtti ben Efrah us'd by the Caraites^ which he calls Saddmees, who, as 
he fays, look no farther than their own reafon, without taking 
notice of Authority ; he accufes alfo the Chriftians of this fault, 
as though they gave no credit to Tradition. This Method in 
Aben Efrah fenle is an uncertain one, becaufe Religion confiits 
in things not to be difcourfed by reafon only : But we may ob- 
ferve, that he accufes both the Caraites and Chriftians without 
reafon, for as much as both the one and the other dif allow only 
ill grounded Traditions, asmoft of thofe in the Talmud are. I 
(hall fay nothing here of the Seel;' of the Caraites which Aben 
Efra reckons amongft the Heretical Saddwees becaufe i have 
ajreacjfooke of them. We cannot however deny fcut that thofe 
of troroec't rely fometimes too much upon their reafon in Points 
of Religion. To proceed, when Aben Efra places the Chrifti- 
ans in the Rank with them, he pretends that our Saviour ought 
not to have gone from the Tradition of his Fathers, andthat 
he had no Authority to innovate any thing at all : Buttfus i is 
cafietobeanfweredvfor as much as moll of the Jewilh Tradi- 
tions have no foundation. Befides, Aben Efra in his Commen- 
taries uppn the Scripture comes nigher the Method of. the Carat' 
tes than that of the Fathers. * m 

The third way of the Jews'explaining the Scripture lsobfery d 
fcy thofe who reduce all things to Allegories,and make every thing 
' mysterious, 
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mifterious,wit!iout taking notice of the Literal Senfe. Aben Efra Aim m 
utterly difallowsof this Method, becaufe it is dangerous to de- 
viate from die Literal Senfe, and not to follow exaftly what is 
fet down in the Text. He denies not however but there are 
places in the Scripture which are above the Literal Senfe, as 
where the Circumcifion of the Heart is fpoke of •, but however, 
this fenfe being literally explain'd is the true fence. Healfocon- 
felTes, that there are places which cannot be explain'd without 
acknowledging of fomeMyftery, as the Tree fpoken of in the 
beginning of Cenefis, whence proceeded the Knowledge of 

Good and Evil. „ _ P 

The CabbaUftick Jews ufe the fourth way of expounding of 
the Scripture, who draw from the fenfe of the Scripture idle 
and ridiculous Subtilties, confifting only in Quito and lotte- 
ries drawn from the Letters of «ie Hebrew Alphabet, Num- 
bers, Words made after fuch and,fuch a faftwon. Aben Efra alfo 
whoUv reiefts this Method, which feems to have come from the 
Platonift to the Jewilh Schools, efpecially m ^| /^J* 
many have writ upon this Waive Cabal which is mttch 
efteem'd of by the Jews of the Levant. 
which the Jeis believe tobe very ancient, "^ ^^f/^ 
Explanations, and this has made many Jews follow this Study 
without examining of it. There is another fort of Cabbale, 
which the Jews term practical, which is much more ^ngerous, 
andbelongitoMagickf It isnothing but :«re illufion .and fey- 
cv of fome People who think they can work Miracles by the help 
of this practical Cabbale. We may however obferve, that A- 
ben Efra, being a Jem, dutft not wholly deny the Cabbale, al- 
though he waf convine'd of the nimrofttablenels of this .to 
encet but he has circumfcrib'd it within the compafs of the 
Cabbale of the Ancients, and blames thofe who add new Fan- 
cies. In fpeaking of this Cabbale he advifes not to rely 
much upon it, becaufe it is not grounded upon the Text of the 

Sf Laftly!' The fifth way of explaining the Scripture confifts in 
the diligent looking out of the fignification ^f each i word, and 
explaining of the paflages as literally aspoffibly we can, with- 
out too fctupulouily relying upon the Mafforet, becaufefeva- 
rious Rea&ngs come often from the Tranfcribers, and not from 
tteMajforetf: Aben Efra fays he has follow'd this Method m « 
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his Commentaries ujfon the Scripture y and wc have no another 
lewifh Author who has more literally and judicioufly explainM 
the Scripture than he. He fometimcs plays too much the Gram- 
marian, and was his Style not fo fliort it would be better. And 
this has made fome Jews- write Bmrims, or Explanations upon his 

Commentaries. . . 

£/m afterwards adds the Cnticifm of the Paraphrafc 
trtrW. of upon the Books of Mofis. He fays, that tins Au- 

thor. is generally exadt in his Tranilation, and that he hasdi- 
icover'd to the ^.wthings which before were hid \ that indeed 
he fomctimes follows the Allegorical Senfe, but it is defignedly 
clone, and in places where the greateft Blockheads may find out 
the Literal; Whence Aben Efra concludes, that the Scripture 
Text may be differently explainM, and all the different ways 
not be contrary to the Literal Senfe $ fo that when we find two 
Tranllations, one of which agrees with a certain Tradition of 
the Translators, we ought certainly to prefer that before the 
others, and not follow the Method of the Cardites, when they 
affirm that this Tranilation is contrary both to Scripture and 

Grammar. ..„,-/.. c , u 

Thefe are the Rules which Aben Efra gives for the well ex- 
pounding of the Scripture, and the Criticifm of the Jewifli Au- 
thors who have writ upon the Bible. There is nothing more 
reafonable than the Rules he gives, and I doubt not but the Chri- 
ftians will receive his Method. Although he values very much 
the Tradition of his Fathers, he approves not however of ma- 
ny of their Dreams which are fcatter'd up and down in their 
Books, and in his Commentaries he endeavours to find out the 
iHioft Natural and Literal Senfe he can. 
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CHAP. VI.. 

Etanmations of R. Motes'; 0M" * he , w f 
terpreting of the Scripture. The Method of other 
G(abbins upon the fame Subjscl* 

» 

RAbbi Mores, firnamed Mmomdes, or the Son of Maimon, Km bm. 
is mSefteem'd, not only amongft the Jem but Christi- 
ans who in their Works often quote a Book of his call d More 
7h7m The defign of this Author is to clear the Scriptures, 
and make away all Equivocations. Many Jem at firft were a- 
Sinfl his Sd and condemn'd this Work^becaufe by h.s 
way of reafoning he feems to deftroy the Tradition of their Fa- 
S2T In a word, R. Mofes has labour'd too much to ffiew him- 
felf a PhUofS and has mixt the Principles of AM , with 
the Scripwre , which cannot pleafe all the World h his Mcta- 
Phvfick are too fine, and in inquiring out the figuration of 
Fome Hebrew words, he feems to be no good Grammarian 
Befiderhe decides every thing according to his prejudice, which 
fometfmes indeed agrees with the Maximes of his Religion : But 
he h ver y ^Sn intlxicated with the Philofophy of the Arab,**, 

'^2ffi b^firft Chapter of his Work the Hebrew 
^ordsSandi)^, which toifie Irnage and Refu mbUnce, 
and at the fame time he explains thefe words, Let m maks Man m G <n. i. s 
w Image after cur ovn &»/'» where he obferves, tha many 
hTve i from hence concluded, that God was really a Body,, al- 
though he\m infinity above ours-, and the better to 
confut c thb Opinion, he fays, that the Hebrew word Jfelem, 
conrute uus jup " » . h ' Eflrent iai Form which caufes any 

have reafon to doubt, that ail the fubtilues of Pbyfick wlucnnc 
Vmtel Z> H&w Words.wU Sgnificauoa they^have 
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endcavour'd to give, and the difference betwixt rfclem and De- 
math \ but without being fo very curious, we may fay, that 
they both fignifie the fame thing, and that by them we may un- 
derftand Senfibleand Exterior Formsj as well as InfenfiWeand 
Eflentiai ones. The matter only which is treated of muft di- 
rect us to the fenfe, and it is the fame with moft other Hebrew 
words, whofe true fignifications if we would know, we muft 
firft underftand the Proprieties of the Subject fpoken of. Which 
depends much upon the Idea which we have of things by the 
help of Theology * and*herefore it is impoffible to explain the 
Scriptures without relation to the Notions of Religion, which 
we have received by tradition. 
3. r. Upon this Principle Mofes explains thefe words of the 
Chap. 3. of the fame Book, Te piaH be as Gods, knowing Good 
and Evil : It was objected to htm, that the Literal Senfe ot thefe 
words feem'd to be, that before the firft Man had fin'd, he dif- 
fered not from other Animals, and had no more knowledge than 
Rambim them •, but that after he had fin'd, he acquirM what we call Un- 
mbm demanding, and the Faculty of difcermng Good from Evil. 
Rabbi Mofes in anfwering of this difficulty (hews, that Man was 
created with a perfect Underftanding, and fo that tfhat is faid, 
-that the Eyes of the firft Man were opened, and that he faw that 
he was naked, istobeunderftoodof the Eyes of the Mind, and 
not of thofe of the Body. He then attaint to a new Light to 
difcern what was convenient from what was not, and he under- 
ftood what he had loft, having learnt todiftinguifh Good from 
Evil ) before his finning his nakednefsdid not Teem unbecom- 
ing, as afterwards it did. . t 
As then moft of the Hebrew words are equivocal, we ought 
neceflarily to underftand all the different fignifications \ and 
then we may apply which feems mote proper for the matter trea- 
ted of. But we cannot underftand the different fignifications ot 
every word, but by long ftudying of the Language, and by com- 
paring of the different places where we find thefe words and 4 
befides, the undemanding of the fenfe depends much upon the 
Notions we have receiv'd from Religion : The Rules in the two 
Mowing Chapters of R. Mofes are very eafie, and relate only 
to fome equivocations of words, which may be eafily ttnder- 
tfood, if we confider the things fpoken of. It is a general 
•Maxime, thai in all Tongues there are many things, and but 
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few words i res hntMniu, voces finite and therefore we ought 
wtake nbtice ot the matter treated of. Wherefore je. AUfe* * mhm 
has iudiciouilyobferv'd in the Chap. 5. of his*Book, that to find 
out the true fenfe of the Scripture we ought to ftudy a long 
time, and diveft our felves of all ufual prejudices But he 
perceives not, that under pretence of diverting himfelf of 
all ufual prejudice, he has burd'ned his mind with fubtile Princi- 
ples of Metaphyficks which he learn'd from the Arabian Phi- 

10 lus eafie by the help of Hebrew Dictionaries and Concordances mU*,. 
tofupply the defects of the Remarks of%Mofes in the Firft Part 
of this Work, where he explains the proper fignifications of 
feveral words according to the places they are found in. He pre- 
tends indeed not to follow a Grammatical Method $ but what- 
ever he can fay of theGrammarians, it belongs properly to their 
Art to explain the equivocal words, which R, Mofes in the firft 
part of his Book wholly applies himfelf to, mixing now and 
then fomething of Philofophy with Divinity . He had done well 
if he had not made fo many digreffions, but had ty'd himielt up 
clofe to his Subjeft. There was alfo no neceflity for him to ex- 
plain many words not at all difficult. Which is wholly contra- 
ry to his defign, fince he profeires he would fpeak only of thofe 
things which might perplex the Reader. 

In Chap. 26. Sf this firft part of his Work, he lays down for 
a General Rule, That the Scripture fpeaks according to the 
Language of Men 5 and for this reafon there are many Proprie- 
ties attributed to God which agree only with Bodies and Beings 
iefsperfeft than God. Thus Reft and Motion are afcnb'd to God. 
HeiommendsO^/w,becaufeinplacesof the Law where God is Chap. 27.. 
fpoke of as Bodies are, he makes ufe of Expreffions which fuit 
better with the Greatnefs of God-, for example, mfteadof Mo- 
tion he ufes the word Apparition, and he does not fay, , that the 
Lord came down, but that the Lord ajpear'd. He farther adds, 
That indeed O»kilos makes ufe of thefe fame words which denote 
motion, but he does it only in things which have happened in 
Vifions, and not in true Hiftories, becaufc then thefe Expref- 
fions include nothing of reality. R. Mofes in his firft part 
runs very much upon the perfections of God, becaufe that gives 
great help for the underftanding of many places of the Scripture: 
And we may ctoferve, that the Jews and At Aim exprefsvery 
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well the Unity of God, and other his Attributes or Proprieties. 

They have neverthelefs been too nice upon this Subject, being 

inclin'd to Metaphyficks. 
Rambam The fame Rabbin confers in Chap. 2 1 . of the firft part, that 
MorcNeu thofe of his Nation have loft the knowledge of many things 
Vi f ' which might be ufeful in the clearing of the difficulties of the 
c " 2 1# Scripture. As the Jews publiflied not in writing the Explanation 

of their Law, but were contented with Tradition viva voce, 

they have not been able toprefcive almqft any of their Myfte- 

ries and what they pretend to have preferved in their Talmud. 

and Ancient Allegorical Commentaries, is not altogether cer- 

tell ll " 

In the fecond part of his Work he fpeaks only of things be- 
ntmbm. ww to Phyficks and Metaphyficks. His Explanation of the 
cap. 30. Cre ° t £ n 0 f t h e World is very extraordinary, and he there 
fhews more cunning than folidity, he alfo fpeaks of Prophelie, 
and of the different degrees thereof-, but throughout his whole 
difcourfe there is nothing but Philofophical Subtilties, and be- 
fides that, he is mnch prejudiced in favour of the Law of Mo- 
fet t which he affirms is to laft for ever. He affixes us, that as 
Chip. 42. Q f ten as the Apparitions of Angels are fpoke of m the Law, 
they are not to be expounded according to the Letter, but of a 
Vifion or Dream, wherein Prophefie confifts. Thus he inter- 
prets the Apparition of the Angels to Abraham in the Plains 
.« r of ^//^Thewreftlingof^ with the Lord, the Hiftory of 
5 24Nta»,whcre it is faid that the Afs frx)ke,andmany other Appa- 
ritions which weufually explain according to the Hiftoncal fence. 
He is not the only one tfho explains the Appairtions fpoken or 111 
the Scripture after this manner, for beiides that he is back d with 
the Authority of a certain Rabbin called/£»*,feveral otherRab- 
& Ut bins have followed this expofition,even amongft the Caraites,v/ho 
interpret the Scripture exadly according to the Letter. 

He alfo affirms that the Aftions afcrib'd to the Prophets are 
not real,butwere only done in vifions or dreams,* as where they 
fpeakof the journeysthey made from one place to another, ot 
the time thcyfpent, and other things which they affirm they 
had done. Which he proves by feveral examples of the Scrip- 
ture. But it is to be feared,he ftretches the Parabolical fence 
too far and under pretence that there axe Parables in the 
Piophefiss, he deftroyes the literal fence. 
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Laftly, In the Third Part of his Book, J* explains the Chariot Rmhm, 
ZecHel according to the Rules of Myftical Theology \ but I 
think it notneceilary to dwell upon thefe Subtilties, nor upon 
the Rabbins conje&ures upon this fubject. He afterwards fpeaks 
of feveraL Philofophical Matters which are of no ufe in the In- 
terpretation of the Scripture. What is moft remarkable in this 
laft part of R. Mbfesh Book is the Hiftory of the Sabbaitesjrthich Chap« %<i 
he has had from the Arabian Doctors. As we have already fpoke 
hereof in the Firft Book of this Criticifm, it is not ncceflary we 
ftiould ftay any longer hereupon.This is in few words the Method 
which R. Mofes thought ought to be obferv'd in the explaining of 
the Scripture, which many Jews, efpecially thofe who have ap- 
plied themfelves to Philofophy , have fince follow'd. We can- 
not deny but he has introducM many things wholly new ; and that 
tho he has abridg'd the Talmud, and writ Commentaries upon 
the Mfna, he has wholly deviated from t]ie way which the An- 
cient Talnwdifis obferv'd in expounding of the Scriptures. 
Which was the reafon that many Jews of his time ftiffly opposM 
the Publifhingof this work, which feem'd wholly to deftroy the 
Religion of their Father's by Innovations grounded only upon 
{Metaphyseal Subtilties. 

As then it is not neceffary to treat of all the Jewifli Methods 
of expounding of the Bible ; I (hall content my felf with fpeak- 
ing only of tne principal Rabbins who have writ upon thi$ 
Matter. I have already obferv'd that we ought to prefer the 
Caraite Jews Commentaries before all others, becaufe thofe of 
this Sed ftick clofe to the literal fenfe , and are not carried 
away with many ridiculous Traditions. We may reckon Aben 
Ejfra amongft mCaraites becaufe of his Method, altho he falls 
foul upon them in his Commentaries. R. D. Kimhi apply'd him- 
felfalfo to the literal fenfe of the Scripture, and his Commenta- 
ries would have been lefs tedious, if they had not had fo many 
Quirks of Grammar. R. Salomon Ifaac , commonly call'd Jarkf 
is indeed more a Divine, and has Ihun'd thefe little Niceties of 
Grammar, but on the other fide he is much prejudie'd in favour 
of the Talmud, and his Divinity is more proper for Jews than 
Cbrifiians. 

The Commentaries of Rabbi Levi Ben Gerfm are much more Rtiw. 
cunning than folid and as he was a Philofopher , they are full 
of Philofophy he wrefts fometimes to other fenfe the Miracles 

Eee which 
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which are in the ScAture , and he has , as well as R. Mofes, 
ComnosM a Book which is full of Metaphyfical Notions, under 

the Name of M'dhamet Haffem , the Wars of the Lord, which I 

have heard fome 'Jews call Milhamot Alfem , the W *rs againft the 
Lord-, becaufe they affirm, there is nothing more contrary to 
the Religion of their Fathers thanthcfePhilofophical Subtleties. 
In a word, R. Levi in his Commentaries upon the Scripture, ot> 
fervesthe Method of R. Mofes, having gone beyond him in Me- 
taphyfical Notions. He has alfo added Moral Reflections to his 
Commentaries upon the Pentateuch. . 
**mbam Rambam, that is to fay R. Mofes Son of Nahmanm his Com- 
mentarics upon the Law of Mofes, has only ftudied how to make 
his fenfe agree with the Divinity of his Fathers, and the Princi- 
ples of the Cabbal. However he fometimes follows the Letter, 
and plays the Grammarian } but he endeavours much more to ex- 
plain the Ancient Medrafcims, or allegorical Commentaries, and 
Opinions of his Anceftors, than to look out the literal fenfe. 
Wherefore his Books are more fit toinftrucl Jews than Chri- 

» nthti ^vt'.Behsifx Bahiehw very curioufly writ large Commentaries 
upon the Five Books of Mofes, wherein he fets down the Literal* 
Allegorical, and Cabaliftick fenfe. There is in this Book a great 
deal of Jewilh Learning, and he enlarges fometimes upon the 
Opinions of the Philofophers. Many profitable things might be 
collected out of this Book but it would take up a great deal of 
lime to read it, as moft other of the Jews Books do. 
We may in my Opinion reap more advantage in the Tranfla- 
mn ifaac ting of the Scripture from Don Ifaac Abravanel , than from any 
jbrava- other Jew. He has writ in an elegant fty le and eafie to be under- 
* tU ftood, altho he is too Copious, and fometimes in his Writing, 
heafFofts Rhctorick more than a true Tranilation of the Bible. 
He ufually in his Commentaries gives the Expofition of fome ci- 
ther Rabbins, which he fometimes examines, and fpeaks his Opi- 
nion very freely, his Method is neverthelefs tedious , becaufe he 
asks many Que ft ions which he afterwards rcfolves, as may be 
fcen in his Commentaries upon the Pentateuch, Jo^ma, Judges, 
the Books of Samuel and Kiny. We may neverthdefs obferve 
that he is often too nice upon the Expofitions of other Rabbins, 
and that in feveral places he is too fubtle. We have alfo his Com- 
mentaries upon all the Prophets, whereof a New Edition has-been 
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Printed in HtUnd. He has fince writ a feparate Treatifc upon tU 
Book of Daniel, whom the Jews reckon not amongft the Prophets, 
although they confefs there are fev^al Prophecies in this Book. 

R Mardochai the Son of Etietcr Comtino a Cmfimwopehtanjcw R- JW* 
has made a literal Commentary upon the Books of Mofes, and ««• 
ufes all means poflible for the finding out the fenfe of the Text, 
he quotes for the moft part the beft Rabbins, and chiefly lAben 
Ez/a, fo that the reading of this Commentary isufcful lor the 
underftanding the Holy Scripture. 

I mall not fpeak here of a great many other Rabbins who have 
alfo Commentated upon the Scripture-, becaufe moft of thefe Au- 
thors wholly fpend their time in Allegories, in myftical and 
hidden fenfes, in the Subtildes of a ridiculous Cabal, or in Mo- 
rality, ufcful only 'to the Jews; I reckon amongft thefe fort of 
Books the Commentary of RJU-^upon the PentMemh, R ; Atom 
where he inlarges particularly upon Morality, and AUegorics. 
Befidcs there are more Jcwiih Niceties than folidity and r 
good fence in the Commentaries of R. Mofes News, lne 
Commentaries of Samuel Laniado upon the Books of Mofes are no- R> Stmul 
thing but a parcel of Allegories woven together, one had I need be w.. 
much atleifure to read the long Commentaries which R. Jfaat Mf«J 
Ben Arams has writ upon the Law, being fill'd wit i nothing bu ' 
Allegories, and Jewifh Morality. Neither am I of opinion that 
we ought to bufie our felves in reading the Commentaries of 
R. Joel Ben-Soeb upon the Books of Mofes, which contain nothing J. JM 
botQueftionsand Difputes. his more proper for the Jem -than MaSuh 
Christians to read Mofes Alfchec, becaufe this Author has com- R- 
p?£edi^ moft ofthefenceoftheScnpture,^ 

whether it be literal or Allegorical, or Myftical and Caba- 

1 In a word there are very few Jewifti Books which are of ufe to 
the Chnfiians for the underftanding of the Holy Sc™rc, o- 
ceptfome few who have applyM themfelves to find out the literal 
fence. We cannot reliih their Allegories, ^ d / om f. 0 ^J c ^ 
Morality. Bcfides thofe I have formerly fpoken of which may be 
of ufe to us in the underftanding of the Bible , we may yet add a ^ 
certain Jewcall'd Lombrofo, who Printed an Hebrew Bible with 
fome little remarks pure/y literal , which he ufually joyns with 
the Explanation of the Hebrew Text in Spam(h. This Author 
is for the moft part Judicious in his choice, and we may fee at 
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once the Interpretation of the molt difficult places in the Scri- 
pture, efpecially as to the Grammatical fence. Wc may add to 
ft Abn* this Rabbin another literal Commentary of Aben-Mekc upon 
MtUc. the whole Bible, .vhere he has Collected in fliort in a Book Inti- 
tuled MicMJophi, what he found molt conducing toward the un- 
demanding the Scripture in the Works of the Jcwifh Gramma- 
rians, efpecially in the Books of the Rabbins Judas, Jona, Aben- 
Eva and Kimhi. 

We ought doubtlcfs to prefer thefe later Jewifli Authors who 
have caretullyapply'd themfelvcs to find out the literal fence of 
the Scripture, before an infinite number of other Rabbins whofe 
Books arefiU'd with nothing but Allegories , and pleafant Sto- 
ries fit to ftir up the Reader's Attention : and for this reafon we 
ought to value the great Bibles of Venice and£*/fr, where are 
only inferted the Rabbins Commentaries , which explained the 
Text according to the literal fence , excepting Baal Haturw/s 
Commentary, which contains only Allegories and Cabbaliftick 
Explanations. It would have been , methinks , more proper to 
have fubfUtuted in this Author's place R. Aben Melee's Abridge- 
ment juft now fpoken of. 

Mean while for the better underftanding wherein confifts thefe 
kind of Allegorical and Cabaliftick Explanations, which are fo 
pleafing to the Jews, I will here fpeak of the Interpretation which 
Baal Haturim gives the firft words of Genefis, as this Author did 
only colled the Opinions of the Ancient Rabbins, we fhall fee in 
brief the Method of the Cabbaliftick Jews in their Commentaries 
upon the Holy Scripture. 
Rv art R- Jacob Baal Haturim begins his Allegorical Commentary up- 
mmm. on Gew<?/w,by obferving with fome Ancient Allegorical Doctors, 
that the firft Letter of that Book is a 'Beth and not an Aleph, be- 
caufe the Letter Beth is a token of Benediction, whereas the Let- 
ter Alepb is a fi^n of Malediction. He afterwards adds, that the 
Letter Beth in this place fignifies the two Worlds which God has 
created, viz,. This here, and the World to come. The third 
Explanation which he makes is, that by this Letter which is the fe- 
condinthe Alphabet there are two Laws to be underftood : to 
wit, the written and the oral Law, that wc might know that 
the World has been Created in, favour of the Law, and for thofe 
who learn it. 

ft. 
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It would be to no purpofc for us to dwell upon thefe Niceties, 
which can be of no ufe for the underftanding of the Scriptures, 
; \ltho the Jews pretend by their help to find out the obfcureil 
thines in their Law \ as by thefe firft words of Gertefis Bcrcfctt^my 
prove that the world was created the Firft day of the Month Tifn 
or September, becaufe it feems in thefe words Berefcit there is the 
Letter Aleph, which fignifies One or the Firft, and Betifri, that 
is to fay, Tifri or September, only by tranfpofing the Order of 
the Letters , and by another tranfpofition of the fame Letters, 
there is in Berefcit, Barafcete, which fignifies he created two , be- 
caufe God created two Laws ; but to avoid being troubkfom , I 
pafs over many other fuch-like Expofitions, which R. Jacob Baal 
Hathrim mentions,according to the different rules ot the Cabbal. 

The%iw have another way of explaining the Scripture, by 
relation to their Laws and their Morality, which might be ot 
greater ufe than that of the Cabbaliftick Doctors , but there is 
generally fo much Superftition in thefe kind of Commentaries, 
that they are hardly lit for any but the?*iw , who from their 
Childhood have had a world of Prejudices in favour of their Re- 
ligion inftill'd into them. Which is the reafon that they do 
more readily give credit to idle fancies of their Doctors. Thefe 
Moral Explanations mingled with Allegories, are yery pleafing 
to their Darfanim or Preachers, who fpread them abroad among 
the People,adding withal fome other Conceits, the better to Jhew 

**^*^&f commonly give the title of Ros //*-*• «■* 
darfanim or the chief Preacher , was very excellent m this way of 
Writing in his Book, intituled; Jalcut Hator*> which is nothing 
elfebut a Collection of the Moral Allegorical Explanations of 
the Jewiih Dodors upon the Bible. This Colledion is fo far 
ufeful, in that a man may fee in a fmall time the different ways of 
the Ancient Jews explaining of the Scripture in the Ta W in the ™md 
Books of Siphri, TanhMma, Mecilt* , and in a word in all _thex>ld a* 
Medrafcim,ox Allegorical Commentaries But thefe kind 01 cilttt ; Mt , , 
works are only ferviceablc to the Jcwifh Preachers, and being ira ^ imt 
wholly unuleful for the literal fence of the Scripture, we have no 
occafion to fpeak farther about them. 

There aroother Jewiih Books upon the Scripture, call d 'Btu- */*r/«, . 
Km ox Explanation, becaufe they were indeed compos'd for the 
explaining of themoft difficultplacesof the Commentaries ofthe 
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other Rabbins upon the Bible. They have Printed feveral of thefc 
Tiurim or Explanations upon the Commentaries oiRtfa and of 
R.AbenEwa; but they differ in goodncfs, mafmuch asfome 
inftead of explaining fuccindly and clearly the difficulties of the 
Author upon which they have writ their Binwn, enlarge very 
H, fUm much upon whatfoever comes in their way. R. EkuMurM 
WM or LevJntin , took this Method in the Volume of Explanations 
which he made upon the Commentaries of R*fit i but it can be 
of noufeforanybutthe^w, bccaufe he has not well chofe the 
Matters he fliould explain. There is another Book of flto™, or 
Explanations upon the Commentaries of Rafii concerning the 
Law, which is too much abridged, andalthothe Author of this 
Binrim has apply'd himfelf chiegy to the explaining the : .difficul- 
ties which are in 'the Text of Rafci, he does nevertheless treat of 
K.smna little Trifles. R. SavwlTfarfa, who has writ a good large Vo- 
lume, wherein he explains the difficult phages which occur m 
v4bln-Ezx«h Commentaries upon the h. as Of £ nll "; h 

better than the two former Rabbins. He apply'd himfelf to the 
unfolding the literal fence of the Scripture , by explaining as 
,much as in him lay the proper fignincationofthe Hebrew words. 
He wrefts neverthelefs in fome places the true fence of his Au- 
thor, the better to accommodate it to the receiv'd Opinions 

am mUm&M I haveenlarg'd too much upon a Subjed which 
perhaps will not pleafe every body and whereas ^ there i are but 
very few Divines who are able to read the Rabbins Books, I 
Sot well tell wherein they can beufeful for the well under- 
ftanding the Scripture. 
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CHAP. VII. 

Whether W ought to allow of the fading of the 
Rabbins in the Tongue wherein their <Books are 
. Written. 

MAriam^o has made a particular Chapter about the Books mlju 
of theRabbins in his Treatife of the Vukar, tells us,That q*. 
in his time this Oueftion was very much difcufs'd in Spam, whe- 
ther ^ weoughttoaUow of the Reading of the Rabbins, andefpe- 
daily their Commentaries upon the Bible. Many were of opi- 
nion that their Memory ought wholly to be rooted lout* 
becaufe the benefit we could reap thereby was very inconfidera- 
ble and that on the contrary there was nothing fo dangerous 
and oppofite to the Truths of the Chriftian Religion, as thefe 
fort of Books, and that we had found by Experience that thofc 
who apply'd thsmfelves to the ftudy of the Rabbins, did ufually . 
defpift the Explanations of the Fathers, as if they had related 
nothing in theif Commentaries and their Homilies but vain Alle- 
gories which had no other Foundation but the fruitfulncfs of 
ffimlgination. Notw 

many others which I pafsovcr, this Learned J efuit . approves the 
Son of thofe who allow the reading of the Rabbins, bccaufe 
of the benefit we may thence reap for the undemanding the Holy 
Scripture. The better to confirm this, he produces the Exam* 
Se of St. Jerm, whom R,§n*s heretofore blam'd, as at that time 
Walfo in Spain were blam'd who read the Rabbins Books. lit 
S Mariana writ more at hirgein the fame place of the ad- 
vantages which one may receive from the reading of th Rab- 
bins, and tho 1 be not altogether of his Opinion 1 am never- 
the ftpeifiaded that a great deal of help may be had from the. 
Commentaries which ibme Learned Rabbins have made upon. 

th Aftershave fixtoof the moft famous Rabbins who have 
written Commentaries upon the Bible, it wiUnot beunncaffar y. 
to fay fomething of the Tongue u which thefe Common- 
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taries are writ, and which we call the Hebrew of the Rabbins. 
As the Books of the Holy Scripture do not contain all the words 
which are neceflary to fpeak or all manner; Of things, the Jews 
have been oblig'd to feek out fome help elfewhere. For this 
reafon the Rabbinical Hebrew confifts of the Hebrew words in 
the Bible j but they have much extended the fignification of 
thefe words , by applying to them many Signiiications , and 
efpecially thofe which they have taken from the Neighbouring 
Tongues for Example from the Arabick and from the Chattel. 

Befides thefe two Tongues which have much advantag'd the 
Rabbinical Hebrew, the Jews havealfo borrowed feveral things 
from the Nations with whom they have liv'd. And this is the 
reafon why we find in the Rabbins Books many Greek, Latin^ 
Frencby and Sfattijh words-, So that to underftand perfectly the 
Rabbinical Hebrew, we ought to know all thefe Tongues. And 
what is yet more inconvenient is, that the Rabbins fometimes 
have made ufe of words, whether French or Spamjli , which are 
now out of ufe. 

As it is not enough for the making of a Language to have bare- 
ly words, but we ought befides to link them together, it was 
neceflary for them to invent Prepofitions , Particles, Articles, 
Conjunctions, and feveral other fuch little things which they 
have alfo borrow'd from other Tongues , deviating however as 
little as poflibly they cduld from the ftile of the Bible, efpecially 
they who have writ with any Art ; I fpeak not here of the Ancient 
Jewifh Drs. of Mefiine and other places where the Cbal- 
dee has been fpoke, becaufe their Books are writ in barba- 
rous ehaidee, which is underftood but by very few Perfons. 
Laftly, we may fay that the Rabbinical Hebrew, befides the Con- 
ftruftion it has, which is common to other Languages, has 
yet another proper to it felf , and which cannot be learnt 
but by long ufe, and the daily reading of the Rabbins, who 
have given particular Declinations to their words as well 
as Verbs. 

We may perhaps wonder that from fo barren a Tongue as the 
Hebrew, which is contained in the Books of the Old Teftament, 
,the Jews mould have made fo Copious a Language as the Rab- 
binical Hebrew now is, one would think it to be a great piece 
•of Rafhnels to undertake, to write upon all Subjects in a Tongue 
which has-fo few words. Neverthelefs the .Rabbins have treated 

almoft 
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almoft upon every particular Science, they have Tranflated moft 
of the Ancient Philofophers , Mathematicians, and Phyficians. 
We find the Books of Plat <?, Arifiotle >Galtett t Avicen&nd Averrois, 
and feveral others Tranflated into Rabbinical Hebrew.They have 
alfo Poets and Rhetoricians, altho' they have never been excellent 
either in Poefie or Rhetorick, nor even in Hiftory nor Chrono- 
logy l They have writ much better in Divinity , which they 
have however chang'd by mixing the Philofophical Principles of 
Plato, and Arifiotle, and efpecially of this laft , fince they have 
Tranflated fome Arabick Books into Rabbinical Hebrew. 

I know that they who underftand the Genius of the Hebrew 
Tongue will have much ado to believe that the Jews could write 
in this Tongue upon fo many different Subjefts; But if we ferl- . 
oufly read their Books, we fhall find a great many Rabbins have 
writ very well in their own Tongue. For Example, R. Jfaae 
Abravanel has as much clearnefs and Eloquence in Rabbinical 
Hebrew , as Tuily has in Latin. The ftile of R. Mofcs Son of 
Maimm is as fine and neat in its kind as §wmCwtm%\s ; 
The Sentences of & AbenEfra are very like to Salnfi\ Laftly, 
Altho' this Tongue is full of Foreign words, neverthelefs the 
beft Authors Books have their particular Grace, and it is not 
impoflibie to reduce this Tongue to Art , altho' fome Learned 
Men who have not throughly ftudied it, have been of a contrary 
Opinion. Let us now pafs from the Synagogue to the Church, 
and fee what Method the Fathers have follow'd in interpreting of 
the Holy Scriptures. 
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CHAP. VIII. 

*The Method of the firft Fathers in the Explaining of 
the Scripture. St. Auguftine'* (Rides for the In- 
terpreting of the 'Bible examind. 

IT appears not that the firft Fathers Interpreted the Scripture 
according to the exaft literal fenfe. As they wercoblig'd 
r> Difputc either againft Philofophcrs or Jews, they made ufeof 
Reafon rather than Scripture to convince the former , and 
againft the others they difputcd according to the Mm which 
.they had received of the Chriftian Religion. Thus they ap- 
ply'd the proofs they brought againft the Jews out of the Holy 
Scriptures, and they confider'd rather the Myftical Explanations, 
than the Grammatical or literal fence,which they thought agreed 
only with the Synagogue. So llkewife it is much' more eahe to 
find out the Truth of Chriftianity by theft Myfticallnterpre- 
tations of the Fathers, than by the literal Explanations of 
the Grammarians, who indeed explain the Hiftory of the 
OldTeftament, but they do not fufficiently make aqpearthe 

Religion. . , . 

The Fathers have imitated the Apoftles in their Allegories, 
altho' we muft prefer the Allegories of the one before the other. 
We ought then rather to fearch after the Truth of Chriftianity 
in the Commentaries of the firft Fathers upon the Scripture, than 
in a literal Explanation of the Text of the Bible ; There are ne- 
yerthcl.fs fome who have endeavoui'd it, and have given pretty 
plaufible Rules, but they could never put trtfc Rules in practice, 
it being fo very difficult to explain the Scrpturc according to the 
Letter, without flying to the Allegorical fence. We may hnd 
st.*tf*ft.in St.yW?/«'s Works many excellent Rules for the undu- 
1 Handing of the literal fenfe of the Bible, and efpecidly in 
his Books of the Doclrine of CI riftianity, where he has Col- 
Jetted" what he thought was neceilary upon this Subjeft. 1 
jhall gjveliere an Abridgment thereof, with fome Obfero- 
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fUrwinnn t Hat wctnav undcrftand the Method which the 

neccriWy for a Chriftian and that 
^nvHvc vcrv well in the Dcfarts without the help of tfcfc Ho,y 
Botks TrSs™ a gc of the Nature of the different figns wnich 
ditrcby to explain things. And as words are 
dic S tt^of thofe figns, hefpeaksof the divcrfity of Tongues, 
nnd Sppol^s at firft that Ac Scripture is obfeure and hard to 
Se undc Sood. He neverthelcfs adds , that what ,s obfeure in 
one Pl.cc, ufually is more clearly explain'd in another , and that 
rotates to Faith or Manners, is more fully explain'd than 
J^thS He afterwards lays down for a Ma- 

Se That we ought ferioufly to ftudy the Tongue the Holy 
Scrintu es are writ?n,and make it as familiar to us as we can, for 
ttS Z bl & Knowlege we may at laft underftand the : moft 

ftallhi of Lat in h not fumcient for the reading of the Latin 
Bible Coukh befides that to underftand both the : Greek and 
Hebrew Tonfues , that we may go to the Originals when we 
S^ijTDfcoWcsinthc'fatin. Inawori, it had been 
^Sic corrected the Vulgar Tranflation according to 
TS^^^&^t Trd without R rfcWy »n»»> 
fending of th fe two Tongues, and it is in^eforto to 
h,vc well fuccccdcd who have made Commentaries upon the Bi- 
m JffiLi ri m He approves however of the many. Latin 
TraSSs which there ? were in his time of the Scripture, 
I ecaufc iV hiay be hat what is obfeurely feu down in one,. 
^ bt morVtoly ^tcfeM'ia another; and thus by comr 

we may more eafily difcover 

^made ufe of this Rule in his Commentaries 
udS^ where he fometimes leaves the Ancient Latin Edition 
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deceive us, and that if we undcrftand not Greek and Hebrew, 
thereby to judge of the goodnefs of Tranflations, wc may ca- 
iily fal'l into an Error. St. Aiiguslin has ncverththfs well ob- 
ll-rv'ci, that when a word is obfcurc or equivocal in one Tran- 
ilation, that may- be clearM by another, which ufes a plainer 
Word to cxprefs the fame thing. But this is only ufcful to 
thole who undcrftand not the Tongues in which the Bible has 
been writ, and they cannot be alfur'd they make the beft choice. 
Wherefore St. Augufim in the fame place fays , That when the 
Translators djfer, we cannot be afur'd of the true fence but by going 
to the Originals. So that according to him it is abfolutely ne" 
celliiry for' us to undcrftand the Greek and Hebrew Tongues, if 
we will rindcrltand truly the Holy Scriptures. In fhort, if he 
had uridcrftood Hebrew, he would caiily have reconcil'd the dif- 
ferent Tranflations which he brings of a pafTage of Ifaiak, in 
fpeaking of this laft Rule, whereas he is indeed too nice, and 
meddles not at all with the Difficulty. He hasfucceeded bet- 
ter in the other Examples which he cites in the fame places 
and he plainly mows how apt they are to miftake who explain 
the Bible without underftanding of the Greek and Hebrew 
Tongues, Equivocations' are fo ufua.l in every Tongue that 
Sr. Ahtufl. St. Auwftin has concluded it neceffary for us to confult the Qri- 
Lil>. 2. Dt g'mals in their own proper Tongue, to avoid being miftaken in 
cb^'c 12 the Explanation of words. 

& i 3 . ' The underftanding of the Tongues , is not according to this 
Father alone fuffkient, we ought alfo to have .correct Copies. 

CJwp.14, Codicibm emendmdis primitus debet invigiUre folertia coram qui 
fcriptfttas divinas mffe defulcrant. But there are few perfons- 
who underftand this Criticifm, and it very often happens that 
under pretence of Correcting the faults of a Book, we make 
others. We have already ihown how we may Correct the He- 
brew Text of the Bible and the chief Tranflations. St. Ah* 
ghftin lays down this Maxim, That if we find any fault in the 
Latin Tranflation of the Old Teftament, we ought to go to 
the Greek Septnagint from, whence it was made arid as for the 
New Teftament we ought not to doubt but that the Greek Co- 
pies are better than the Latin Tranflation. In a word , he lays 
we oughtalways to go to the Originals ; He neverthelefs excepts 
the SePtHagint , becaufe He thought with the other Fathers that 

%'»V the QreeMnteTprcters being truly Prophets mightchange many 

things 
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thines which are not to be reform'dby the Original Hebrew, 
1ince they did it by the Direction of the Holy Ghoft; Eti*mft alt- 
quid fays he , altter in Hebrais exeniplaribus invenitur , qkam ijh 
v4ne\inu ctdendum cjfe arbitror divim dfpenfitioni, qiu per cos 
fJlUeft And many however at prdent allow not or this Ma- 
xim • MdSt.Aitmftin himfdfin other places makes no Scruple 
to Correct the SepM&t W tnc Hebrew. Belides St. Jcrom long 
lince would not allow the 70 Interpreters to be Prophets. ^ 
Bdklesthe true and Grammatical llgnihcation of each word, u 
St Au**(tin is of opinion that we ought to underftand feveral 
things!" and that for Example we ought not to be ignorant of the 
Nature of Animals, Stones, and Plants, Rcrnmig»oranti*, fays 
he, facitobfcHrastiouratas locutions. This Principle is very true, 
but it is hard to have a perfect knowledge cf thefe things, and 
befides the Jews themfelves underftand not the fignification of 
moft of thefe words. Healfo adds that we ought to undcrftand 
the Nature of Numbers, that we may the better know what they 
mean in the Scripture. I acknowledge there are fomeumcs My- 
fteries in thefe Numbers, but they have caus'd Interpreters to 
give Allegorical Sences, which are of no ufe for the under-; 
Sanding of the Literal Seufe. They^often neglect the Literal , 
Senfe to follow theft fort of Myftcrics. St. Angnftm who un- St. At** 
derftood very well the Platonick Philofephy, was herein faulty, 
and this appears even in this very place. He affirms. Than 
we ought Wo to underftand Muficki but the Examples he 
brines relate more to the Allegorical than Literal Scnce. It 
is however certain that the Knowledge of Arts and Cultoms 
is neceffary for the well underftanding of the Scripture, as 
we have already obferv'd. Wherefore St. Augu&in had rea. 
foil to fay, That we ought not to neglcft all things hereto 
relating which we find in Prophane Authors. In a word, mm. 
there is nothing mote ufeful in the explaining of the Bible, 
cfDecially the Books of the Prophets, than Prophane Hifto- 
rv. So St. Jerom thought that without this help it was im- 
poffible to explain the Prophecy of Daniel. St. Augufim ^in- 
veighs here very much againft the Mathematicians, whofe 
Scifnce he Condemns as Vain and Superftitious , which how- 
ever is only to be underftood of Judicial Aftrology, and not 
of Aftronomy, or the Motion of the S,tar*v which is a very 
neceffary Science. But 
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Under the Notion of Arts, which St Auguttin thinks arena. 
-ccflarvtobcknownforthc undemanding of the Scripture , he 
■comprehends Mechanicks, which indeed are of great ule , efpe- 
.dally for the Books of the Old Tcftamcnt. He Treats alfo very 
largely of Logick, which he allures us is of great help for the 
cletring of the Difficulties in the Scripture This Fnnciple is 
is very good, but we muft have a care of abufing ot it, and of 
riving our Opinions for Articles of Faith drawn immediate y 
lorn Scripture. This the Enemies of St. Awtftm have blam'cl 
him for, accufing him of keeping too clofe to the Rules of 
Logick as if there was more Subtilty than Solidity in his 

W The Obfcurity of the Scripture may likewife proceed accord- 
ins to St. Aurnft*** from the different ways of dilhnguilhing the 
mrcs of Difcourfc. As the Points and Comma's were Invented by 
?he Grammarians^ not by the Authors of the Holy Scriptures, 
nor bythofc who have Tranftated them, every one might make 
thefefortof Diftindionsashe pleas'd. We have already in the 
f dt Bookof this WorklargdyTrcated of the firft Invention of 
ihcfe diltinftions in the Hebrew Text. St. A*g4" g^es us fome 
Examples in theTranflationsjand adds,that to make a right Sence 
Aw% we muft have recourfe to the Rule of Faith, Constat regnlam fidet 
££ J. C.2. qmm de Serif turar urn fUnioribm lock f Ecclefi* mthomw fercept. 
ff it happens that the" Diftinftion of Points , and Comnm\ makes 
nothing acainft Religion, and there is nothing in the Text to in- 
She w^ne fci rather than another, we may then mark 
thefe DiftlnOlom as we think fit, Tales difiimbmun ^g^tatcs 
m fQte fiate leymis fi«. St. Auguftin m the fame place gives 
Mr Examples of things which, render the Scripture Scnic 
obfeure; but if we underftand the Grammar but never io 
SuieTwe 1™ eafily find out thefe dificulties , and for the 
S eafie diU* of them , he lays down this genera 
Rule, That we ought at the end of the Difcourfe to com- 
pare the different Tranflations , and confult the Original 

T^%ft Rule is only ufcfoi when the words are. in their 
tru totoion. Wherefore he fays, it is much more J to 
when tie words are in a Metaphorical Sen*, C-J^^ 
Chip. hC, ntfiytratam totfmmn ad Uteram mftt % and ™™»nm 
dull Fellows who Explain literally what ought to be Expounded- 
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figuratively, He Treats at large of tlidc figurative Exprd- 
and hen adds, That on the contrary we ought to 
care of explaining figuratively what is expand m its 
Pr^r SnS Natural sfgniheation. To conclude, we are to 
fie 1 care tlvft for fear of appearing dull we flyc not tooot- 
ten to Allegoric; and figurative Scnfcs. r 

Cardinal Perron has obPerv'd that St. Atmfitn -delighted in Hk ft ca d. 
fort of Allegories, and under pretence, fays the Cardinal incak- nn. 
Z of St An?4k That He nv« a fort of ^ rcho the better 
\o\oro the neainefs of his Inventions and to fltrm the defireef 
hi Andmrs, fitted rvith them by ytftngt and Megoricd Me- 
ntions, JLt d*fr>y* £ M Ongen had done the I* r , 
Ser.ce- but [onetimes concern? of tt. 1 pals by tne khj s 
wh ch St. Atonslin in the lame p ace gives to diftinguifli 
The Plain Expreffion , from the Figurative , it is enough 
tb it I have f.okc of them in general', wc may read more 
of them hi his Third Book of the Doctrine of Chnftia- 

111 He affirms That the fame place of Scripture may be dif- 
ferently Si n'd, and the Providence of God has given theft 
man "Lend Senccs to the Holy Scriptures-, but 1 doubt lie 
OrrtrheV this Principle too far •, and that tinker this prc- 
S^SeSy Se Mens words' pafs fortheWord of God ; 
S of the Jews, efpccially the Ancient ones have fain into 
this fault, and to hi§e their ignorance, they have : laid down 
this Maxim, That the Scritture has ni Faces-, that is to lay 
ir mav be Interpreted a great many different ways. I doubr 
^t te tl^ Uy|b« of the B^^-G^ 
been pleas'd to have different Senccs let down but t s 
*ea fflry that thefe places fhould be mark'd out , and the 
Son* we- have to give different Explanations to thefe pla- 
ces We cannot for Example deny but that many things 
in the Old Teftamcnt may literally be apply'd 1 to ZW and 
our Saviour •, and this is grounded upon the Notion we have 
of Chriftianky. As thefe. two Religions djfflr 
ftance but that the hit is the perfection of the former , it 
haplns tha what is literally fafd of David or Solomon, may 
K literally faid of our. Saviour i but the fence mull be 
more extended. 



Laftly,, 
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Laftly, St. Mgitjlin gives us the Rules which a certain Dona- 
rift called Tycon 'm had invented for the more cafie underftand- 
ing of the Scripture \ but thefe Rules feem to be too nice. Let 
us now fee in particular the Method the Fathers have obferv'd in 
their Commentaries upon the Bible. 



CHAP. IX. 

Examination of the Method of the chief Fathers in their 
Commentaries upon the Holy Scripture , and efpe- 
cial/y of Origcn , St. Jerom , and St. Au- 
guftin. 

I Do not here pretend to examine throughly and in every par- 
ticular the Commentaries which every Father has writ npon 
the Bible. For befides that that would draw me on too far, my 
defign is only to relate in fliort the Method of the moll Jearned 
Fathers in their Explanations of the Scripture , that they who 
would follow this Study may know which are the belt Authors. 
We may in general fay, That the Fathers in their Homilies, or 
JDtfcourfes to the People, have often neglected the Literal Sence 
of the Scripture, which was not fo proper for Exhortation as 
the Moral Allegorical Sence was. They are more exa& in their 
private Treatifes and Difputes againftthe Jem and Heretich 
but as molt of them minded not the Study of Criticifm, which 
is abfolutely necelTary for underttanding of the Scripture, they 
deviate fometimes from the Letter, befides their Employments 
hinder'd them from fearching into the bottom of this Matter. t 
■er&t* Origen is the firft Father who ftudied moft the Holy Scrip- 
tures, and his Method differs from that of the other Fathers 
who went before him, and one may fay of him, that he has al- 
mofc imitated no one, altho he had read their Commentaries 
of the Bible who had writ before him j whereas they who hare 
iiv'd fince him have almoft only Copy'd his Boqks. For this 

reafon 



Book in, ; (49) Chap. IX. 

reafon St. 'jerom calls him the firft Dr. of the Church after the nimn. 
Apoftles : Foil ^pofiolos Ecclejiarum Magiftrum. As he was ye- y ct "* 
ry Learned, he made appear in his Commentaries upon the Scrip- Nmin 
ture that he underftood as well theHoly Scriptures asProphane wb. 
Authors. He delighted chiefly in Allegories, not only becaufe 
lie had read the Works of the Platonick Philofophers , but alfo 
becaufe he thought he might by this means, heighten the Scrip- 
ture ft vie, which feem'd plain before to the Heathens. Not but 
that he highly valu'd the Literal Sence , but becaufe he thought 
the Allegorical was the moft proper to draw the moft Learned 
of thofe Times to Chriftianity. There are reckon'd Six Thou- 
fand Volumes or Scrowls which he has Compos'd upon the Scri- 
pture. However it is, this is certain, that no body has took 
fo much pains about the Bible as he has, either in Cor reding 
or Explaining of the Text. If we had his Scholias , or little 
Literal Notes upon the Text, and Tranflations of the Scri- 
pture, we might the better judge of his great Learning , and 
pains in the Critifcifm of the Holy Scriptures. 

Befides, he underftood Hebrew fo well as not to be de- 
ceived by the Jews , whom he fometimes confulted, and the 
great Capacity of his Mind made him difcover fevcrat 
things which were of very great help in the clearing of the 
Scripture ; we may underftand the force of his Wit , and 
the Soundnefs of his Judgment, by his Homilies or Difcour- 
fes which he made upon the fpot for although he abounded 
in Thoughts, however we find not fo many Trifles and Digref- 
fions as in the Homilies of moft of the other Fathers. 

There is much more Learning in his Commentaries or 
Treatifes where he fearches deeper into the Sence of the Scri- 
pture, and St. Jerom has obferv'd that in thefe Works he has 
had recourfe to the Hebrew Text, that he might leave out in Gtn , 
nothing which might conduce to the clearing of the Holy 
Scriptures. He feems methinks to have ftiewn too much Learn- 
ing in his Works upon the Scripture , and to have deviated 
from the Simplicity ©f the Bible; But as he had a piercing and 
quick Wit, he valued only a Sublime Sence and the Interpret 
tation which-ifjcajls Spiritual, not caring for the Literal Sence, 
which he thought :was only low and mean. However this is no 
good Method, becaufe we ought not to explain things accord- 
ing to our own Fancies, or the Ideas we have of their being 

° G g g mean 
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mean or great: but we aretoconfider them in themfelves , and 
according to their Nature. Thus many have been out who have 
ModePd their Notions according to the Platonifts Books. If we 
once allow of this, every one may make ingenious and witty 
Sences according to their Fancies, and lay aflde the Hiftorieal 
and Literal Sence of the Bible. It is true Origen may be in this 
excus'd, becaufe Experience had taught him that the Letter of 
the Scripture was of no ufe for our Inftruction ; whereas his Al- 
legories enlivened his Auditors, and made them Attentive to 

his Lectures. , , „ . . _ . . . 

I Daft over feveral things I could fay concerning the Method 
ofcUw, and his way of Interpreting the Holy Scripture ; but 
I intend to Treat hereof more throughly in the Second Part of 
this Work, where I ftiall make a Critical Hiftory of the New 
Teftament ; I mall here only add, that the Scholia's .which 
were in the Margins of the Tetrapla's and Hexaplas of 
Orkm* regarded not only the Explanation of the Text ; but 
alfo the various Greek Tranflations in his Tetrapla's and Hexa- 

^A Learned Man who a while fince writ very well upon this 
fubied, could notunderftand how Origm could put in the Margin 
of his H$x*pVs ^ which contain'd feveral Tranflations i the 
differences of thefe Tranflations. gftis pntare pojfit , fays he , in 
TctrapU, qua Scholiis fuccintfa eram, depromptase diver/is tnter- 
vretum expofttiombus particttlas conjecijfe Origenem mm in us plane 
ipf* & tnteqr& interpret ationes haberentur f But if we confidcr 
what has already been laid concerning the difpofition of the 1 e- 
tr*pMsm<XHexaptfs of Origin, we mail not at aH wonder that 
Mm could put in bis HexaplJs ScUlUh upon the difljrent 
Tranflations t Becaufe thefe Scholia's had relation to the Bible ot 
the Septmpnt, which was in his Tetraptfs and H<**V!*J ™™ 
Stars, and other marks before mentioned : and fo the Sdw/*a * 
were made only for their ufe who had a mind- to read the 
Hexaptfs AbridgM. M»fd>im and Pamphih* took Copies of 
thrfc as they were Abridg'd, thai is to fay, of the 

StptMfim Tranflation, with all the Notes and Sd^tfOrw 
mdtficy added others in the Margin of thefc^ics ^ at feaft 
this is certain, that we find in many Manufcrlpf .Copies taken 
from the Ancient Septuamt Tranflation, as Omm had order d it 
mhisflr*^v w(fint 7 1 fey, in feveral Manufcnpt Coges 
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fome Scholia's which are trudyOr/Ws,and others which he could 
nTha\e inferted himfelf in tie Margins of his Copies - but they 
were without doubt added by thofe who writ thefe Copies for 
Sn vateufc., and thus we may eafily reconcile thefe two 
for s of fome of which were after Ongm. . without ab- 

folutely denying that Origm put in the Margin of his HcxapU s 
the difference of Tranflations. , , . , ... 

The S Learned Father after Origen was without doubt 
St. Jerom, and we may in a manner call him the 0«g*» of the La- 
tins -, becaufe heendevour'd to give the Latin Church what Or, 
cm had given the Greek. He excel'd even Origen in that he 
Sdirftood Hebrew better than he , and had had more converfe 
with the Jews of his time. St. Jerm however had not fo quick 
and piercing a Wit as Origm. Wherefore he runs not fo often 
into P Allegories and ingenious Sences i andbefideshis Allegories 

are fometimes only Etymologies ^^^"^UwruV^n 
wc may fay he had more neceflary Qualities for the well Tran- 
flaring of the Scripture than the other Fathers, becaufe heun- 
derftood Hebrew, Chaldcc , Greek, and \Lntm. . He had not on- 
ly read andexamin'd the Greek Tranflations in the HexapU s 
of Orirm; but he often confulted with the molt Learned 
of bis time, and he did nothing about the Scripture before he 
had confulted them. To which we may add, that he had read 
all the Authors, whether Greek or Latin, who had writ before 
him upon the Bible. Laftly, he underftood very wellProphane 
AuthoVsr fo that we may fay, That he had greater Advantages 
fhanany^ther Father to make him a Tranflator o .thcHoly 
Scrintures He is not however always exac% becaufe he did not 
t ^ nKughrandashehimfelf affirms, he ufually Dictate to 
his Tranfcribers what he had read in the Commentaries of other 
PerfoSs" orlearntfromthe^. Wherefore we ought not to 
think that all is his own which is in his Commentaries orRemarks 
upon the Scripture : for he fometimes fets down Heterodox Ex- 
planations, which he had read in the Jews, or Herettck Books, 
She acknowledges, and gives Rules to dil«h in his i Wn- 
tings what is truly his, from what is not. Thus he juftifies him- 
felf from the Imputation of being inconftant , and of different 

° ^Commentaries upon the Books of the Prophets, are the 
belt Compos'd •, for he firft gives the Ancient Latin Tranflation 

s s ^ 
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which was then in ufe , to which he joyns another New one of 

his own making from the Hebrew Text ; then he compares in his 
Commentaries the Ancient Greek Tranflations , to the end he 
may know the Propriety of the Hebrew words, molt of which 
have different Significations j befides , as the Cnftom of that 
time was to fill the Tranflations of the Scripture with Allego- 
ries i he has alfo fet down his Allegories , efpecially when he 
Explains the Ancient Latin Tranflation ^ he keeps clofer to the 
Letter , when he Expounds the Text of his New Tranflation 
from the Hebrew, & lie alfo makes mention of what he had learur. 
from the Jews of his time.He moreover obferves the variousRea- 
dings of the Hebrew Text, & by this means gives reafons why he 
has Tranflated feveral places otherwife than the Septnagim and 
other Greek Interpreters have done. But as he was the Author 
of a New Tranflation of the Bible , he has not fometimes been 
Moderate enough in his Criticifm. He Corrects the Septuagint 
in many places, where there was no need of Correction, and he 
fometimes too hotly defends the Hebrew Text of his time, and 
the Jewifli Tranflations. . 

It would have been well if this Father had had time to have 
confider'd over and over again his Commentaries, that he might 
have determin'd for the belt. We have not however any An- 
cient Author from Whom we may better learn the Literal Scnfe 
of the Scripture than St. Jerom, who neverthelefs is not much 
cfteemM by molt of our prefent Divines, becaufe he fcemsto be 
Barren, and too much a Critick, and they neglecl the Study 
of the Greek and Hebrew Tongues , without which we cannot 
readhis Works. , \ - ; , 

To proceed •, if we will be throughly mftruded of St. Jerom s 
Method in his Commentaries upon the Bible , we muft read 
what has already been obferv'd in the: Two former Books , con- 
cerning his Wit and way of. Writing, which is not Uniform. 
Unlefo we know how to diftinguimthe times which St. Jerom 
Compos'd his Books upon the Bible in, the different Perfona- 
ges he then afted ) and laft of all the Reafons why he writ 
them, we mail find in his Works nothing butmanireft Contra- 
dictions. n ... 

In a word, he feems not to be always of the fame Opinion, 
and what he hasapprov'd of in one place, he denies in another. 
Hs commends and blames the fame Perfon according to the dif- 
ferent 



Book IH. C») Chap. IX. 

ferent occafions he has to fpeak of him. Sometimes he prefers 
SfWf Tranflation before all others , and he looks upon 
them as Prophets ; fometimes he accuRs them of. gnorance, and 
condemns their Tranflation. Sometimes he ca Is Ori £ en the firft 
Docloi of the Church after the Apoftks, and he generally Co- 
nks his Commentaries upon the Scripture - ? and mother places 
he toksofhimasofanHeretick, and one of thegreateft Lne- 
miesof theChurch. He does the fame thmg to the ^ , who 
he had taken for his Matters and D.redors m the Study of the 
Holy Scripture, and yet in feveral places of his Commentaries 
he cannot away with them , but condemns their way of Explain- 
ing the Scripture. In a word, without diligent reading of 
St W, a\id undemanding of the Reafons why he writ 
and fpokc fo differcnUy of the fame things m different places, 
weihaillravemuchadotojuftifiehis^Method. 

We may however do him this Juftice, that he is the firft of the 
Fathers who underltood how to Explain the Scripture according 
"the Rules of Criticifm > and if he fometimes makes ufe of Al- 
eaorics, he docs it as hehimfelf affirms, only to plcafe others, 
and to avoid being accus'd of favouring Juda.fm by his too Lite- 
nl Expofitions. This is the reafon why in his Commentaries 
mon the Prophets, he fo often Abridges the Literal Sence, when 
^ Explains the Text according to his new Tranflation from the 
Hebrew, and he afterwards makes ufe of Allegories hi the Ex- 
plaining of the fame Text, according to the Septum j Tranfla* 
tion %oxcr*m> fays this Father, juxta Hebraicum <\md mihi vi- Comment. 
deret'ur current UgmAm indicare ; fid n md f«i*m y*r*mi*m jnC-P- 3- 
ttudiis aid nifi 70 Jnerpretum Editiomm differuero, tmperfc^tm '/«• 
$ ffi&™*dmiml If we al/ofind in his Com- 
mentaries upon the Scriptures, fuch various Opinions, , we ought 
Sinks rather to lay the fault upon, his Enemies who accus'd 
him of introducing of Novelties in theChurch, than upon him. 
At leafthe eivestlis Reafon to juftifie his Method, which was rrocm.in 
b^tocSleft the Expofitions of other Perfons in his Com- m #1. 
Sries , that he might give the Readers liberty of chooimg 
which they thought fit, and not draw on him the hatred oi many 
nerfons who oppos?d him. . . . nnmmttn 

F We cannot however fay that in the Criticifm in his Commen- 
taries upon the Smmgint Tranflation, and other Ancient Greek 
St«pSs, 1 leVonly reckon'd up the Authors which had 
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cone before him. On the contrary all this Criticifm is wholly 
his • and if he has committed any faults , they ought to be 
afcrib'dto him. We ought therefore chiefly herein toexamin 
St Jerom's Method •, and as he thought he might obferve accord- 
ing to the Rules of Criticifm, the faults he pretended to And 
in the Ancient Tranflation approv'd of by the Church , we 
may methinkstakc the fame Liberty in examining of his Cri- 
ticifm. , , . , . . 

St. Jerom has judiciouily Corrected many places in the Ancient 
Greek Sevtuaw Tranflation, and of fome other Greek Interpre- 
ters. No one can inftruft us more throughly in the Criticifm 
of the Holy Scriptures, than the Works of this Father. But on 
the contrary he does not always do the Smuagint and other 
Greek Tranllators juftice , as we have already obferv'd. The 
Endifo Author who has made a Preface to the laft Edition of the 
Greek Smwgint Printed at Cambridge in a little Volume, has 
i66< very well obTerv'd many places where St. Jerom had no reafon 
> ' to blame the Septnagint where he himfelf has not been exaa ; but 
that hinders not but there are many Errors m the StptMgm, 
which St.y«w»has in feveral other places Learnedly Corre- 
cted, which the Author of the Preface ought to have men- 
tioned to have done St. JeromXhe fame Juftice he did the Sq- 

""for 'the better underftanding of St. Jeromh Method in the 
Books he has writ upon the Scripture, we ought to know the 
time he writ them in, the Difpofition of his Mind, the Reaions 
he had to writ* them , and even the Difputes he had at that 
time. For Example, he had no other defign in his Hebrew Q» e - 
ftionsupontf«tf/«, than to oppofe the Septnagint Transition, 
and to ftow that we ought to prefer the Hebrew Text before it. 
Wherefore the too great Zeal he had of reproving the SepttMgm 
was the Reafon why he has not always done them Juftice in that 
Book, and that he fometimes lays down fome Maximcs , wherein 
there feems to be fome Superftition which he had borrow d from 
the Jews. This is alfothe reafon why inhis Commentaries upon 
the Prophets, andefpecially upon Jfaiah he leflens the Authority 
of tte Septnagint, andcrys up the Truth of the Hebrew Text. 
As his Enemies accus'd him of deftroying by his new Tranflation, 
the ancient one approv'dof by the whole Church, he endeavours 
to Ihow its faults, and at the fame time to prove, that we ought 

« to 
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°u rpmnrfe to the Original Hebrew. Wherein he feems 
^liSSSSS due Moderation h and upon this Subjedt it is 
hi w find ft range Paradoxes as well in his Commentaries upon 
fht tthle as in fome of his Epiftles where he talks of thefe 
thin es To which we may alfo add, that he is fomet,mes fo pre. 
Sd i n favour of the Hebrew Tongue , that he fcts down 
Ss whol y Foreign, as in his Commentary upon Op. 3. of 

&e^ 

ZnTJm Helrakam omnmn Unguium effe Matncem. It the ^ < 
FtvZloefof a Hebrew word was only to be given, one might 
eSSl foi t andjuftifie it by the Example of^rro, who 
commit ^d the fame Error, in relating in U^the ^otog 
ofZeral words which could be deriv'd only from Greek. But 
the O ueft ion here is concerning the Tranflation of the Scripture, 
M<\*JeZ had no Power towrcft thetrueSence either in h» 
Tran flat on o r Commentaries. The Ancient Vulgar which he 
has a G&l in this place, agreed wfch the ^Hebrew Text ™d 
therefore he had done better to have let it alone. But we have 
not Hre leifure to mark particularly all the places where 

hlh l%rr nrlaer, and St JtMHu I am of Opinion that St. Mg»Jli» *t*9- 

obfav'd n his Books of the Doftrine of Chriftiamty, and 
rfcJ«arote ptecfs ofhis Worta, the NeceBary Qualities i for 
Sewe! 1 f Sting of tta Scriptures gjdgte 
ingenuoufly acknowledges he wanted raoft of l ™cJ&i«.«^ 

anfl therefore ^ 0 ^»~fS^ W ^XtTas^ 
his Commentaries tipon the Bible exact, oenuw, 
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vers'd in this fort of Study when he undertook to write upon 
this SubjroT:, as he himfelf acknowledges. Hehadindeedamore 
quick and piercing Judgment than St. Jentn, and hs is more re- 
itrain'd and moderate in whatever he invents than Origcn. But 
as he underftood but very indifferently Greek, and was utterly 
ignorant of the Hebrew Tongue, the work he undertook upon 
Gcne/is, to anfwer the Manichaesy feems to be above him. 
Wherefore he was obliged to review it 7 and he was not , 
a(ham'dto Condemn what he had too ralhlydone, and with- 
out" the necelfary helps for the well Expounding of the Scrip- 
ture. 

His Bufmefswas to anfwer the Manich&cs, who laid afidcthc 
Books of the Old Teftanient, which feem'd to be ridiculous, 
being Expounded according to the Letter. St. Juguftin who 
thought he could anfwer the Objections of thefe Hcreticks, un- 
dertook the Defence of the Common Caufe of the Church in a 
Book Intituled , Liber Ds Genefi ad literam imperfcttus. But he 
deviated fo much from the Literal Sence, that afterwards he ac- 
knowledge this Work to be above him. In Scriptum exponen- 
tib.i. etr. fays he , Tyrocinium meum fttb tanta farcina mole [uccubuit. 

itt.c.is. He found fo much difficulty in Tranflating Literally the Hiltorv 
of the Creadon. 

In ftead of fearching for the Literal Senfe to anfwer exactly 
the Mamchaes , he runs upon Allegorical Sences, foreign to the 
Hiftory and the Letter of the Text. This made him write again 
upon the fame Subject, where he tyes himfelf upnotfo much as 
he ought to the Literal Sence , and where he ftarts more Que- 
Lib.a.retr. ftions as he himfelf fays, than herefolves. Plura quaftta quam 
■*> 34- inventa fmt. As he had a clear Wit, he eafily found out the dif- 
ficulties of the Scripture , and he made fome where there were 
none j but he was not well enough vers'd in this Study to give 
proper Solutions for to fatisfie his Readers. 

He had befides many prejudices of Philofophy or Divinity, 
which he puts down in all his Works j he however fhews in his 
CLueftions upon the Seven firft Books of the Bible , that he was 
not ignorant in Criticifm , and that if he had better underftood 
Greek and Hebrew, he would have fucceeded better ; befides he 
had not time enough to think upon a matter of this Importance. 
He alfo confefTes that he call'd this Work Queftions , becaufe he 
rather propos'd Doubts, than gave Solutions j although he has 

fatisfyM 
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fatisfv'd many , his Commentaries or rather Sermons upon the 
Pfalms,containonly the Moral 8c Allegorical Sence,and are full of 
Diercfiions & unprofitable Subtlctics.St.3fcr«» having view'd this 
Work could not altogether allow of it, becaufe St. Juguftm had 
not follow'd the ufnal Method of the Fathers, whom he had not 
confultcd upon this Point. _ . „. 

He ought indeed to have Expounded the Pfalms othcrwife than hivm. 
he has done, and he has in his Allegories deviated too much from Ep« sw- 
his Text. I cannot however approve of the too great heats of 
Father CaftcUan great Almoner of France , who blames St. Au- Pttr , Gal. 
anftin, too freely accufing him that he only dreamt when he Lx- in vita 
plain'd the Holy Scriptures-, becaufe he underftood not thec^ 
Tongues in which they were writ. He ought moremodeftly 
to have faid that St. Aupuftin had not all the Qualities which 
he himfelf thought were neceflary for the Expounding of the 

For there are fewatprefent who would imitate St. Amupfs 
Method in his Expofition of the Pfalms. Moft of the Allegories 
and Quirks which this Work is full of, would pleafe us no more 
than they did St. Jerom. I mall only give part of his Commenta- m. $9. 3. 
rv upon thefe words of Pfalm 59- M*\> ollafpei me*> as we read 
in the Ancient and prefent Vulgar TranOation. By the 
Mnes according to him are underftood thofe who abus d the 
Law,' and although the word L*», fays this Father is of the Fe- 
minine Gender inthe Latin, it is nevertheless Mafcuhne in the 
Greek. And the Law ought to have the force of the Mafculine 
Gender, in that it Governs, and is not govern'd. Moreover by 
the Latin word Ofc, he underftands the Tribulations of the 
Church, caus'd by thofe who abufe the Law, then headtis,r^t 
the Church fl>*H not fall under thefe Tribulation , becaufe the 
Pot or burning Veffel mentioned tn this place, ts a FeJJel of 

"tut we need not relate more at large the words of St.^- 
tH&in* there being no one but may confult his Commenta- 
f£ upor 1 the Pfafms, and find that he delighted too tnueh 
in Allegories and Qui** which agree not with the Subjed he 
Treats of. Which can only be imputed to him by reafon of the 
little knOWkdgehe had of the Holy Tongues for it : umun 
that the ftudying of Tongues makes one more fit for the iearchmg 
omoUhe Tru* of Facfs, e» when we ftudy ottOoS 

H h h 1 ongues, 
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Tongues for the Tongues themfelves , but only to find out the 
Truths therein contain'd ; To which we may add , That the 
reading of the Philofophers and other Platonick Authors, had 
made St. Juwftin not to be fo exad in his Commentaries upon 
the Scripture, as when he defcribes any number. The Platonick 
Philofophy furniflies him then with myfteries for the explaining 
ofthele numbers. Thus in the beginning of his fourth Book 
lib d. dt & Gettefi ad Literam , where he expounds the fix days Creation, 
Gin. ad he fets down at large the Perfection and Advantages which the 
Litt. 6, 7. number fix has above all other numbers \ and after having large- 
ly treated upon the propriety of feveral numbers, he concludes, 
that the number fix is not perfect becaufe God created the 
World in fix dayes, but on the contrary, that God created the 
World in fix dayes becaufe the number fix was a perfect number* 
and thus the things created have taken their Perfedion from the 
number fix. Non poffttmm dicere propterea tinnier urn fenariam tjfe 
perfeftttm, qttiafex diebm Demperfecit omnia opera fna ? fed propter 
rea Leurn fex Diebm omnia perfeciffe opera fua, quia fenarins tin- 
mtrtu terfetttu eft \ Itaque etiamfi ilia non ejfent, perfettus Meef- 
fit. Niji antem ille perfects ejfet, itta feemdum enm perfttta non 

^ Laftty, St.Auguftm according to the Method of the Platonick 
Philofophers ufually joyns a certain Idea of Perfection to molt 
things,- by which he guides himfelf, which makes him feem more 
equal in his way of reafoning than the other Fathers, But there 
is a great deal of difference betwixt neceflary Truths,which never 
alter, and Truths which relate only to Deeds, which we may 
infomefamion call contingent Truths, St.M^ftinby Medita- 
ting might form true Notions of the firft •, but it is not the fame 
thing with Ads which cannot be throughly underftood by bare 
Speculation. Now the Truths contain'd in the Scripture are of 
this laft fort ; they depend not upon the Idea we may conceive of 
them, but we muft ftudy them in themfelves, and be muchcon- 
verfant in the ftyle and exprcllions of the Holy Scripture. In a 
word, this Knowledge lyes more in the Method we have al- 
ready fet down,, than in the force of our. Conceptions and as 
St. Amnftin had not all the help which he himfelf thought was 
neceffary for the acquiring of a perfect Knowledge of the Holy 
Scripture, he has fometimes accommodated the Scripture to his 
Notions, whereas he ought to have accommodated his Notions 
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to the Scripture. Which may be prov'd by many Examples, 
where he wrefts the Scripture fenfe to th Idea he has of things-, 
and this will yet more appear in his Difputes, where we find 
his wav of arguing to agree exactly with the Pnncip'es he has fct 
down, from which he feldom deviates. Wherefore, when it 
happens that he is deceived in the laying down of his Principles, 
we may for all that fee a grc-st Order and appearance of truth m 
his Difcourfe, although there arc very often onely probabilities, 
and the places of Scripture which he quotes to maintain his Opi- 
nions, are not related according to the natural fenfe, as Ihall 
more fully /hew in the fecond part of this Work, which will con- 
tain a Critical Hiftory of the New Tcltament, where (hall 
more particularly examine the Commentaries of this holy Dr. 
upon the Bible, and his way of arguing, when it is grounded 

UP I VoU produce here, for an Example of what I have already 
afferted concerning the Wit and Method of St. -%*J?i», the 
Difpute he held with St. Jerom conccrningthe Tranflatron of the 
Bible in general, and fome particular Difficulties in the Expo- 
fitionofSt./'4«/,inhisEpiftletotheC7^w. 

Firft, As for what relates to the Tranllation of the Bible, 
St.^f//#/*, whohadnotfufficientlyconlKlcredthcntvyTranf- E ^ 
lation?of St. Jerom, ask'd him , why his laft Tranllation from 
the Hebrew was not fo exact and true as the former, where he , 
had put little Stars to mark what was wanting in the Septuagint, 
and was in tVe Hebrew. As this QueftUm could not be put by 
one who was wholly ignorant of the Subject he fpokc or, St. 
Jerom was oblig'd to anfwer him, Pace tua dixerim, vtderymthi 
non imettirere mod ^fifti. In effect St. Jerom had in his firft 
Tranllation from the Septuagint, added Supplements taken from 
the Hebrew Text-, and as for his fecond Tranllation, made 
wholly from the Hebrew, he could not add Stars to mark the Sup- 
plements taken from the Hebrew, fince he had translated it whol- 
ly from the Hebrew. , 

Befides, the fame St. <4g*0*>, whoapprov'd not of St Jerom s w. 
new Tranllation from the Hebrew, wonders that he idurft undqr- «»'^ 
take the making of a new Tranllation from the Hebrew Text, it * 
being impoffibfe for him to fucceed better than the other Inter- 
preters who went before him •, then he adds, to diverthim whol- 
V from this Work, that in the obfeure places of this Text, men 
* H h h 2 would 
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would give no more credit to his Tranflation than to the Anti% 1 
ent ones, and for the other places which ere plain, they need not 
be tranflatcd a new. But St. Jerom, who prefently underftood 
that St. ./%«/?/>/ fpoke of a Bufinefshe underftood not, anfwer'd 
hiin according to his own way of arguing, which he-applies to 
St. Aumttinh new Commentaries upon the Pfalms,. made after 
many Learned Fathers They who have tranflated thefe Books 
before you, fayes St. Jerom, fpcaking to St. Auguttin, cither they 
have interpreted the hard and difficult places, and in this caic 
you will be believM no more than they, or they have explain'd 
the plain and eafie places ; and then your Commentaries are aU 
together unneceilary. 

This anfvver St. "jerom gave St. Auguftin, making ufe of his 
own Weapons, and indeed to frame a right Judgment concern- 
ing the neccflity of a new Tranflation of the Bible, we ought 
faft to have examined the other Tranflations, and comparM 
them with the Hebrew Text. If St. Auguftin^ Argument had 
held good, he had by that made all the Creek Tranflations of the 
Bible, made after the Septuagint, and even all the Latin ones* 
made from the Septuagint, after the Antient Vulgar one, to have 
been unneceflary - 7 and therefore he himfelf has confefs'd the ad- 
vantage in his Books of the Do&rine of Chriftianity : and fo we 
may lay that St. Augufiin.\^d not throughly cxamin'd St.Jmw's 
new Tranflation, or rather, .^ot being capable of examining ir, 
he, according to his cuftom, rely'd upon his own Notion of the 
little neceflity there was of a new Tranflation of the Bible from 
the Hebrew \ and this Notion of his not being true, all the Con- 
fequencesfrom thence drawn are likewife falfe. 

Secondly, St-^«/?/»bIam'd St. Jerom for _ giving an Expofi- 
tion to the words of St. Paul, in chap. 2. Epift. ad Gdat. which 
wholly ruin'd the truth of the Holy Scriptures. But we may eafily 
underftand by St. Auguftinh way of arguing, that he, forming 
to himfelf a Notion oTTruth in general, and particularly of the 
truth which ought to be afcrib'd to the Word of God, and not 
clearly. understanding St. Jerom's fenfe, he accusM him without 
any reafon of having thought there were falfitics in the Scripture. 
Hitm.Ef.Sbi Jerom, who immediately perceiv'd that St. Auguft in touch'd 
4«*«p.8&. not upon the thing in queftion, but that he had form'd to him- 
felf a Notion which was onely probable, and had fome appear- 
ance of truth, anfwer'd, that he faid nothing in his Commenta- 
ry, 
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rv touching the matter in hand, which had been maintam'd be- 
fore him bv the moft Learned Fathers, and fo mftcad of his lntcr- 
nrctation, ruining the Truth of the Scripture , one might fay it 
was in a iiunner confirm'd by the Tradition of the Church , 
fmce he had only in that place related the Opinions of the 

Fa St° r ^AMfcems tacitely to blame St. Augnjlin for confuting 
onlv'in this place his own reafon,. whereas he ought to haw feen 
what in a Matter of Fad the Ancient Dodtors of Ac Church had 
writ to the end he might have a right Idea of their Expofittons 
Be mainis, fays St. Jerom, fiatuere non aude*, nifi hoc tngenut con- 
fiteru me major urn fcriptalegere, & in Commentary fecundum omni- 
um confuetudinem varias ponere Explication^, ut e multu few«t*r 
ZJifa quod vdit : . And laftly , after he had nam' Lth£ Au- 
thors he follow'd in the Expounding of the place in Queftion, 

he adds in fpeakingof St. Auguftin : Siigitur me reprebendts erran- 
um, paurememtfoerrarecumtalibtMy & cum me errorumetmul- 
us focios habere pro fpcxeris, tuveritatis tut faltcm unum adftipula- 

toremVyoferre debebis. ,./... f , • r • 

St. Unz>*fiin Teems to acknowledge his fault »n one of his Ep^- 
ftles to St.Je ronu> where he does all he can to difluade him from 
Traiiflating of the Scripture from the Hebrew Text, and he Ex, 
horts him at the fame ttme to Tranflate the Commentaries of the 
Greek Fathers who had writ upon the Bible. Tenmmergo , fays jgwj- 
this Dr. writing to St. Jerom, Einobifcum peht omnis Afrtcanarum £ 86< 
Ecclefiarumfludiofafocietas, utHnterpretandU, quiGwe Scrtpturas 
voftraimamoptimetraZtaverunt, curam at?, operant tmpendere non 
Javeris. As then he underftood not Greek well enough to read 
the Greek Fathers Commentaries upon the Bible, he defir d 
St. Jerom to Tranflate them intoLatm that he might read them. 
He would perhaps have follow'd anotherMcthod in-hisCommcn- 
my upon tk Pfalms, andfeveralothrofhis Works, if he had 
Sad a5 the Ancient Drs. Bpoks-which went befgrehun. Where- 
fore St. Jerom could not approve of his way of 1 Explaining thefe 
Pfalms, by deviating from the other Fathers Method : and in 
writing to St. Augujtin his Opinion of what he had read in his „ /rrw . 
Commentaries upon the Pfalms, he tells him, &os fi vellemd£ i f . 9 9, 
mtere, non die J a me qui nihil fum, fed aveurum Grtcorum doce- 
rminterpretationibuidtfereparc. 
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CHAP. X. 

The Method of federal other Fathers in their Com* 
mentaries upon the 'Bible Examin'd. The different 
•bays of Expounding the Scriptures according to the 
different times. 

MOUt of the Fathers who HvM after Origen, only Copy'd his 
Commentaries and other Treatifes upon the Scriptures ; 
Thofewho were of contrary Opinion to him , could not help 
reading of them, and making advantage thereby \ and althothey 
rejected his Dodtrine, they admir'd his great Learning; fo that 
in a little while the whole Church was full of Origen\ Works, 
moft of them bcingTranflated into Latin. Every one however 
took the liberty ofTranflating them as he thought fit,by adding, 
diminilhing, and changing what he thought wtis neceflary, that 
he might not feem wholly to agree with Origenh Opinion . Thus 
St. Hilary and VMorin, as St. Jerom obferves , Tranflatcdthe 
Commentaries of Owen and moreover St. AmhroCms inferred in 
his Work of the fix (Jays Creation Origafo Expofitions without 
nitron, following his Opinion. Nee defertiores [am** Hilario, fays St.%- 
E P; £*• rom y nee fideliores Pi&orino, qui ejus traUattis, non ut interpretes, fed 
mch& ut Authwespropriioperiitranftuterum. Nttper fantlus Ambrefiwpc 
Ocm. Hexacmeron illius compilavit^ ut magis Hyppolyti fententias Bafihiq\ 
fequeretur. . 

Amongft the Latins St. Jerom and St. Auguftin were elteemd 
the two great Authors by the Fathers, who writ after them up- 
on the Bible. They have hardly added any thing to their Ex- 
planations, except fome Allegories and Moralities, which they 
could eafily invent. Wherefore we fliall not fpeak much of the 
Commentaries of the laft Latin Fathers, having already at large 
Explain'd St. Ws and St. Auguftinh Method > and before that 
time, as we have already obferv'd , they only Copy'd Origen s 
Comm. In Works. We find for Example in St. Hilary's Commentary, 
rjtL which we have upon the Pfalms, a certain Spiritual Sence httea 
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to ourMyfteries, which is indeed ufeful for the inftrufting of 
is in the truths of Chriftianity h but as this fence very often 
agrees not with the Letter, this Method is not exact ; befides 
under pretence of giving a Spiritual fence ^ he goes a little too 
far and gives us only his own Imaginations. Wherefore btv H*~ 
lory has not took care enough *, and altho St. Jerom affirms , that 
St HUaryufd not the Commentaries of Origen upon the Scrip- 
ture barely as a Tranfcriber , but has fitted them to his own 
Sentiments; we may neverthelefs find in many places Ori- 
gin's Opinions untouch'd , as well as in the Commentaries of 

St What St. Hilars relates in his Commentaries concerning the 
Hebrew Text, and the Traditions and Cuftoms of the 7«whas 
been taken from Origetts Books, which may in a manner be call d 
the Library of the Fathers upon the Scripture However as 
St. Hilary was not vers'd in this fort of Knowledge , he is not 
always exaft, as in his Commentary upon the Pfalm 2. where he 
fays, the firft words of Gtmfs may be Explain'd three feveral 
ways* amongft which he reckons the Tranflation in Folio, which 
is rather an Explanation than a Tranflation of thefe words. Be- 
fides in the fame place he confounds the 72 Elders, to whom 1 he 
affirms, according to the common Opinion of the Jem, that 
Motes gave the hidden and myftical Sence of the Law , when he 
cave it them in Writing ; He confounds I fay thefe 72 Elders 
with the 7 2 Interpreters, who are generally 5°"^^^!,?! 
Greek Tranflation which goes under their Name. Thence he 
tofcrs, that thofe Interpreters have Tranflated the words which 
arc eoWocai in the Hebrew, according to the proper fence 
whence he concludes we ought to lay afide all other Tranflations 
of the Bible, as being faulty v becaufe the Authors of thefe Tran- 
flations^ thisSecretand Divine Tranflation whi* the 72 
liiteroreters receiv'd from Afofes. 

I rafs by feveral other Obfervations which I could make upon 
the Commentaries of St. Hilary, and fome other Ancient Fa- 
thers It is fufficient to have obferv'd in general, that they are 
ftldom as to Uie Criticifm and Literal fence of the B ble exaft^d 
weought rathertO fearch for the Truth of our Religion it i*M 
Sommentaries upon the Bible , than the Literal Sencaxrf ;tte 
Scrinture. The Fathers have been always more guided i* Mat- 
teS^Fith by the Tradition of the Church^hau by the Gr*n£ 
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t»M4 matical and Literal Scnfe of the Bible. Wherefore Ircn*tu con- 
3. c.4. f utes not tne fi r ft Hcreticks fo much by the Scripture as by Tra- 
dition, nnd he guides himfelf by the belief of the chief Churches 
of thole times. §>uid autem, fays he, ft mq\ Jlpoftoli reliquijfent 
rtobi) Scripuras^mnne oprtebat feqai Ordtnem Traditiom^ quam Tra- 
didertmt eis^uibuscommittebam Ecciefias? It is impoflible to find 
all things which relate to Religion in the Scripture, unlefswse 
liskewif« allow of this Ancient and Divine Tradition which the 
firit Fathers have confulted, not only in things relating to the 
Difcipline of the Church , but likewife in things concerning 
Matterslof Faith. 
There has always been in the Church an Abridgement as it were 
of Religion, befides the Scripture by which we ought to regulate 
what we find obfeure in the Scripture. This Method has been 
obferv'd in the decifions of Councils, where the Bilhops have re- 
lated the Faith commonly receiv'd in their Churches. They 
were not of Opinion that to find out the Sence of any difficult 
place of the Scripture, we ought to go to the Grammarians, 
and thofe that were learned in Criticifm but they havcinquir'd 
into the common belief of the Church ^ and thus the Explana- 
tion of molt of the Fathers are rather Applications than Literal 
Explanations. They leave us for all that the liberty of looking 
for more Literal Explanations and Origen himfelf who feems to 
defpife the Literal Explanations as too mean, joyns however Scho- 
lia with his Hexaplafs, where we find hardly any thing but Cri- 
ticifm. 

However for the better underftanding of the Father's Method 
in their Commentaries upon the Scriptures \ it is fit we mould ex- 
amine fome of them in particular : we will begin then with the 
Explanations, generally call'd Homilies. The ftyle of the Ho- 
milies being vulgar, we cannot expect that exactnefs which the 
Literal Sence may require \ becaufe in them only thofe things 
which are thought ufeful are propos'd to the People. Thus 
St. Chryfoftom Compos'd his Homilies upon Genefis , where he 
chiefly heeds the Morality , and the making of his Auditors ra- 
.ckyft. tner none ft tnan i earne d me n ^ He neglects not however the Li- 
* teral Sence, wherehe thinks itneceflary. And as he was nolefs 
Judicious than Eloquent, he lhuns as much as he can intricate and 
lubtil Queftions , as alfo all Allegories. He obferves the fame 
Method in his Expofition of the P&lms, with this difference only, 

that 
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that he fometimes fets down the Greek Tramflatiom of ^fquila, 
Tkeodotioih Symmasbtti) &c. and that he fometimes quotes the 
Hebrew Text as it is in the Hexaplafs of Origen in Greek Cha- 
r actcrs. 

St. i*fil is more fubtle in his Homilies,which he has writ upon Btfii. 
the fix Days CreatiQji of the World, than St. Chryfofiom\ and 
they feem to be Compos'd rather for the Learned than Ignorant 
People. He explains however very often; the Letter of the Text , 
and he fometimes gives even the Grammatical Sence,by obferving 
how the Hebrew and Greek words may be differently Tranflated. 
The Greek Fathers have admir'd this Work, as well by reafon of 
the Author's great Eloquence, as of a certain Learning St. BafiL 
has herein affected. He is inhis Homilies rather a compleat Ora- 
tor, than an Interpreter of the Holy text , which Method is 
ufual with moft of the Fathers, especially the Greek ? who gene- 
rally amplifie things in their Difcourfes. He keeps the fame Me- 
thod in his Homilies upon fomePfalms, where he fliows not in- 
deed fo much Learning but there is more Morality by reafon of 
the Subject there Treated of. He follows more the Letter in his 
Commentaries upon Ifaiah altho there are alfo fome Digreflions 
which relate to Morality. This Father confelTes we cannot un- 
derhand the Scripture without being vcrs'd almoft one's whole 
life in this Study. To conclude , we find not fo much Learning 
in his Commentaries as in his Homilies upon the fix days Crea- 
tion, becaufe the Subject is mo^e grave., On t|ie contrary , he ; 
ftrives to quote nothing elfe but paffages taken frgm different pla- 
ces of the Scripture, which his Book is full of. . 

St. Ambroftus, who has alfo writ upon the fix days Creation, at. aunf. 
has only Copy'd OnWs Books, and St. Bafilh Homilies, chang- 
ing only the order of the words $ but he obferves St. Ba/iPs JMfcv 
thod, being very i,earned» and making many Digreffions* It is 
true, as they Treated about the Creation of the world , they 
might confute the Heathen Philofophers Opinions upon this 
Point, and tell their own , the little Works of St. Ambxofm up- 
on fome Chapters of Genefis, plainly (how, he delighted more m 
Allegories, than in the Hiftorical Sence. He has imitated the r 
Copious ftyle of the Greek Fathers r and he has in feverpl places , 
endeavour'd to imitate Origen in his Allegories, and to find 
out myftical Sences }: as if the Hiftorical was,too low and plain. 
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St, cyrillt, The Commentaries of St. Cyritte 6f Alexandria are rather Divi- 
nity Readings, wherein he inftrucls the People concerning the 
myfteriesof our Religion, than an Explanation of the Hebrew 
Text. This appears by what he has writ, upon the Pentateuch, 
which he Expounds by alluding to the New Teftament. Where- 
fore he ties not hittifelf up to'the' Letter, the better to enlarge 
upon the Spiritual Sence, 1 Allegories , antfMorality. 1 likewife 
find that Ifehas not exaftly folio w'd the Seftuagint Tranllation ; 
but when he has thought of Explanations more agreeable to his 
Principles, he has chofe the Tranflation which agreed belt with 
Gen,A.26.thenT, as in Chap. 4. Gen. Verfe 16. where we read of Ems in 
the Greek Seftuagint, That he began fo call upon the Name of the 
Lordi which St. Cyritte has read, fie began to be catt'd by the Name 
of the Lord. Which he afterwards Explains, as if Enos had 
been call'd after the Name of the Lordly reafon of his great 
Sanctity. 

But the Settuagints Sence comes nigher the Letter, althohis 
Tranflation agrees better with the ftrift Rules of Grammar, and 
it has been fofow'd by fome Learned Greek Fathers. We ought 
to obferve, that molt of the Ancient Fathers not underftanding 
Hebrew, have had recourfe to the moft Literal Tranflations or 
thofe which were in the Hexaplafs of Origen , and efpecially to 
that of Aqnil?%. But as this laft Tranflation follows tooclofely 
the Grammatical Sence, it is often barbarous, and caufes them to 
fall into Errors who follow it too clofcly And this has been 
St. CyriPs and Theodore?* fault in this place, who have obferv'd 
too cloftly the Hebrew words, whence they have afterwards 
made a Sence accordingly ; whereas the Septuagint Tranfla- 
tion is here more exatt both according to the Letter and 
Sence. 

To proceed, altho this Father runs much upoh the Moral and 

Myftical Sence, he fometirriW follows the Literal $ efpecially 

Gen, 6 4 when the thing requires it. As in'Chap. 6: Gen. Verf 4. where 

he obferves that in fome G reek Copies of the Bible we read, The 

Angeh of God came in unto the Daughters of Men ; he then confutes 

this reading, and all the falfe COnfcquericcs fome have from 

thence rais'd; Wherefore he pre'rers the other reading, where 

it iss The Sons of God came in unto the Daughters of Men. And he 

confirms itby Aquila'smd 5yww4cfc^sTranflj!tions, the firft of 

whom has Tianflated it word for word the Sons of the Gods, and 

the 
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the other according to the Sence of thewords ,the Sons of the 
Mtv He alfo obfcrves tlwt the Scripture nfualy calls thole 
Gilts who have any extraordinary ftrcngth of Body, and con- 
futes at the fame time the fabulous Stones of the Greeks concern- 

in8 St ll c7S!7 n obfcrves a more Sublime and Allegorical Sence in 
his Commentaries upon Exodnt and Leviticus, than mG wefts. In 
a word, his chid' defign is to make known jefus Ch rift, and the 
Myfteriesof our Religion, relying upon this Maxim , That the 
Old Teftament was only the Type and Shadow of the New 5 
S thus he applies toourSaviourandhis Myfter.es moft of the 
things in Exodus and Leviticus. He obfcrves this Method m 
fome places of the two other Books of the Pentateuch, and to 
authorize this way of interpreting the Old Teftament by alluding 
to the Truths contain'd in the New- he adds, there arc none 
but they who throughly underftand the Myftenes of. our 
Religion, who throughly can judge of thefe fublimc Sence? 
I paisW his Commentaries upon the Prophecy of Jjwh, becauie 
this Father is very Methodical. *wir 
rW^hasfSllow'd a different Method from the other Fa- iW.r. 
thers, for he has neither writ Homilies nor Commentaries upon 
the whole Scripture i but has made Queftions upon one Part, 
and Commentaries upon the other -, There are indeed fome un- 
ncceJTary things in h\s Qprffrm wto* feem W be. too rfiucli 
ftudkd for ; but on the other fide we fiivd^grpat ftoekof Dm- 
^v#:knowie4ge of tfe Scripture ftyle- Wr ^gp 
to obTcrVe this Father more than any other, jf we wiU to Ream- 
ed in the Scripture. \lc puts down fometimss Allegories rather 
to adorn his Difcpurfe .tjjan to iHufeate the ratter he Treats of > 

Tto propoS andWe in few wprd^H* nMf 
the other G%& Fathers, and cfpectfljy tQfigVh wd St. Chryfo- 
L, whom he often imitates. i^^S HSS 

the Ancient Greek Tranflators, and the Hebrew Text which 
he r^the Hexaplafs of Origen,M* in the Interpretation of 
theHebrcw words which Origen had alfo P»WtfM- 

Befideshis ojieftions upon tbePentaeufh, Jofhua, l^f h w», 
Samel, the Bodes of Kings , and the Chronicles, Jve has made 
cTrWenteriesuponthe andfeveral other Books of the 
Bi^wbichhe expounds Literacy as he can, py mixing how- 
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ever fomething of Morality, He keeps clofer to the Letter than 
the other Greek Fathers, andhis.ftyle is not To Copious, altho 
he fometimes adorns it with Companions. He very often quotes 
the Ancient Greek Tranflations of Aquila, Symmacbm, and Theo- 
dotion, to llluftrate the Scripture Text, and he does not always 
follow the Septuagint, efpecially when he thinks that other Tran- 
flations exprefs better the Sence of the Scripture. 

It is unneceflary to run over the Commentaries of the other 
Fathers upon the Scripture? becaufe as I have already obferv'd, 
thelaft have only Copy'd from the firft, adding but little of their 
own, and thofe Additions are for the molt part but Moral Di- 

Grtf.Popegrcflions. Thus Gregory the Great made long Commentaries 
upon Job, where he neglects the Literal Sence, as being of little 
ufe for the Inftruction of the People. This Father had read 
St. Augufiti's Works, which he has fill'd his own with, and in this 
he is Judicious enough, that he keeps not wholly to the Ancient 
Latin Tranflation made from the Septuagint, which was in thofe 
times the Vulgar Tranflation. But he goes to St. Jeromes new 
Tranflation from the Hebrew, where he finds it better than the 
Ancient one \ He affirms, That he makes ufe of thefe two Tran- 
flations, becaufe they were then us'd at Rome , and this was the 
reafon why St. Jeromh new Tranflation was receiv'd, which after* 
wards went beyond the Ancient Vulgar. 

uffiofort. - There is no need of examining Cajfiodoreh Commentaries up- 
on the Pfalms, which is almoft but an Abridgement of St. Augur 
fiinh Commentaries upon the fame Books , as he confefies in "his 
Preface, feefides thefe Commentaries, we have an excellent 
Treatifeof this Authors, Entituled, De Infthutione Divinitatum, 
where he mows heunderftoodthe Critkifm of the Scripture, and 
that he markt out what were the beft things of this Nature in the 
Ancient Drs. of the Church, he recommends above all things the 

ViViv. Correct Copies of the Bible. I ft mi enim genus emendationis, fays 

l*ft.CtI$>he, wide THlcherrimum , & dtttijfimorum bomimm negotiant g!o* 
riofum , but as he chiefly writ in Latin , moft of the Rules he 
gave for the Correcting of the Scripture relate Only to the Latin 
Copies. He will have us however when we meet with Difficult 
ties, to confult both the Greek and Hebrew Copies ; that is to 
fay, St.Jeronfs Correction of the Ancient Vulgar Latin by the 
Greek Copies , and the new Tranflation of St. Jerom from the 
Hebrew Text, or even the Greek and Hebrew Originals if we 

can 
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can 5 Q$uod ft tamenalia verba riper iuntur abfurde pojita, ant ex his 
codkibus quos 2?. Hieronymtu in editions 70 Jnterpretum emendavit, 
vel quos ipfe ex Hebrtto tranftnlit, intrepide corrigenda funt ; ant (tent 
B. Augujtintts ait, recurrito ad Grxcum Pandeften, qui on n m legem 
divinam dignofcitur continere collcttam, vel quibtu poffibile fun it 
Hebrtam Scripturam, vel ejus doBores reqnirere mn detriment . 

By thefe words of Cajfiodore we may eafily fee that in his time 
they us'd St. Jeromes new Tranflation from the Hebrew at Rome, 
as well as the Ancient Vulgar one made from the Septuagint , and 
that they rely'd upon the Authority of St. Jerom, as alio upon 
St Amu(lin\ for the authorizing this new Tranflation, becaufe 
they thought it agreed better with the Original Hebrew than the 
Septuagint did : And laftly , this is the Reafon why it alone has 
been preferv'd in the Church. ,.„,„, e x. 

In the fame Book Cajfiodore gives many ufeful Rules for the 
Criticifm of the Scripture, and he takes particular notice of thofe 
Fathers who have made Commentaries upon the Bible, efpecially 
the Works of the Latin Doctors ; becaufe he writ as he fays, for 
thofe who fpoke Latin, Vt quoniam halts fcribimus, Ronumos quoq; Ca ^. 
expofitores commodifime indicate videamur. Dulcius enimab two- Praf.in 
moLe fufcititur quod Patrio fermone narratur. His grcatcft Au- u,v ' 
thors are St. Jerom and St. Auguflin, to whom he is beholden 
for moft of his Rules for the Interpretation of the Scripture, 
which he has fet down in his Work. He mentions feveral Books 
which we at prefent want, and amongft others, certain Remarks 
of St. Jerom upon the Prophets, for the making the Study of the 
Scripture more eafie to young Men. He has fo great a value for 
St brew's new Tranflation from the Hebrew, that he declares 
we have no farther need of the Hebrew Text, having fo exaft 
a Tranflation, gui nobis, fays he in fpcaking of ' St. Jerom, m chap. 2 
Tranflatione Divina Scriptura t ant urn prafiitit tit ad Hebrmm 
fontem Pane non tgeamm accedere. Laftly , This Author takes 
notice of the beft Books for Orthography, to the end we 
my may follow their Rules in Transcribing of the Copies of. 

^For fear of being tedious by reckoning up of feveral other 
Authors who have writ upon the Bible, befides the Fathers 
we have already Treated of, wefhall only in general obferve 
that there are few who have kept clofe to the Literal Sence. 
They have Collected only the Expofitions of the Fa ™«r s ' 
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adding very little of their own , unlcfs fomc Allegories and 

Moralities. 

j, j /j^,,, The Venerable, winch was the Title then given to Di- 

» //'i,, fl j fliops or Abbots, follow M this laft Method. %abbaum Mwut 
Malms. Archbilhop of Maycncc, in his Commentaries upon the Bible Col- 
lected only out of the Fathers, and efpccially out of the Books ot 
St. Jeremy who was his great Author. He however adds his own 
Expofitjon in fome places, which were not Explained in the Com- 
mentaries of the Fathers. Rabbamts Maurus in this feems to imi- 
tate St. Jerom \ who prefcr'd this way of Interpreting of the 
Scriptures before all others, and affirm'd that the word Commen- 
tary implies this very thing. 

Nevcrthekfs in thefc latter Ages, the Latins have call'd thefe 
fort of Collections Catena , whereof we have a great many. 
rrocop. Vrocopitts oiGaz* has obferv'd this Method amongft the Greeks , 
< ?i, v as m;iy be feen in his Work upon the Eight firit Books of the 
Bible, where he has Collected fevcral Explanations of the Text, 
without naming cither the Authors or the Works, unlefs where 
he quotes the Hebrew Text, and the other Interpreters which 
he confulted in the Hcxaplafs of Origen. Seeing we want thefe 
Hexaplafs's, Vrocopus Books are very ufeful for the fupplying 
in fome fort this defect. Bcfides he Explains the Propriety of 
the Hebrew words, as alfo the Greek ones , which the Greek 
Interpreters make ufo of-, but as he underftood not Hebrew, 
he is often miftaken, as appears by what he relates in Chap. 
ifi. of G wefts. He enlarges not fo much upon the other Books 
of the Bible as upon c? we/?*, and he has writ only little Scholias 
or llluft rations upon the Books of the Kings and Chronicles, 
where he neverthclefs fets down the Trandations of the Ancient 
Greek Interpreters. He enlarges more upon the Prophecy of 
lfaiah, which he fully Explains, and befides the various Ex- 
planations which he has Collected in the Nature of Commen- 
taries, he fets down the Septuagint, and the differences of the 
Ancient Greek TranQations in the Hexaplafs of Origen , and 
the Signs or Critical marks which were in .thofc Hexaplafs s. 
However the Seftnagint he makes ufeof is not exact, becaufe 
it was hard at that time to find true Copies thereof. Thefe Col- 
lections upon the Scripture are very uleful, efpecially when the 
Names of the Authors of each Explanation are fet down. The 
Greeks in the beginning us'd not to fet down the Names , and I 
° believe 
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Relieve St Hillary , St. Ambrofnu , and St. Jerom imitated them 
herein oiilv St. Jerom in his Prefaces to his Commentaries upon 
the ScriDturcs, mentions the Authors or Fathers which he has 
follow' A But it is much better to mark the Authors Names 
SsWas the Greeks in their laft Collections upon i the Bible have 
done We cannot however hinder the Transcribers fomctimcs 
from' changing the Names, and afcribing to one Father what 
belongs to mother, as I have obferv'd by comparing fomc Ma- 
nufcript Copies of thefe Collections. They bcfides have taken 
the liberty of adding new Explanations, which has bad a great 
deal of confufion in 111 thofc Books, where thefc Additions have 

n °SomcoAhefe Collections which we have call'd Catena, and 
ambneft others that upon the Book of Job Printed at Lyons and 

Comitolm the Jefuit , who caus'd it to be *™^^™V™x^ 
n any Rcafons to prove that Olympodorm is the Author of it. 
However it is, the Names of the Authors who Compofe this 
Collection arc varioufiy fet down ; as I have obferv d by 
comnarine of the different Editions with a Manufcript Copy. 

X Greeks have a great many of thefe Collections upon 
moft of the Books of the Bible, and we find in Libraries a great 
many that were never Printed. It is not nccefiary that thefc 
Collections mould be Publilh'd entire, fmcewe have moft of the 
An ho s whence they have been taken h but it would be well if 
there be any particular thing not yet known, that it Ihould be 

m We^ught* to fay the fame thing of the Collections which 
the jLatin fcall Catena. Thefc Works were very ufefu t before 
the Commentaries of the Fathers and other Authors,of the Bible 
were Sed We ought rather to read the Fathers Explana- 
lon sSSftheir Books, than out of the Books which are 
only Ex raits of them: befides, thefc Colleftions contain many 
fdvWu things. ThusL,> r ^ has Collected many Fathers,^, 
and other Ecclefiaftical AutUs E^iiauons «pw ^ 
regular Canon , who would go beyond bjpw has Prin t 
cd at Tdvia two great Volumes in Folio upon the frirlt 
Alter of Gene/is , which Jic has cglFd Cbfu Mg»« m Ge- 
n fim- as if all other gloflcs had been too ihort ; But 
Z had 1 need have a grlat deal of time to fpend tord 
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without examining whether thefe Literal Explanations could [be 
callMGloflcs.This fame Author isalfofometunestoo nice and full 
ofSubtilties, which have no relation to the Subjcd. Which 
may be allow'd in Homilies or other large Difcourfes , but 

^VhercbT^this Work another little Glofs,. commonly calPd 
The imcrlM Glofs, which confifts of words added to the Text 
of the Bible to make it more intelligible-, and itiscall d^w- 
urlM Glofs, becaufe it is betwixt the lines of the Text This 
Glofs being very Ihort, andinferted only for the llluftration of 
the obfeure words, ought only to Explain exaaiy what thofe 
words mean •, yet the Author very often runs upon the Myftical 
Sence. As he endeavours to be thought a Man of Learning, 
he fometimes delights in giving of childifh and ridiculous Ety- 
mologies. Which at that time were admir'd, becaufe true Learn- 
ine was not then underftood. , . 

%khoU de Lyra, fo call'd from Lire a Town in the Province 
UichUs f p h is ^ moft Learncd and moft vers'd in .the Scripture 
* ftvle of all thofe who have had any hand in this Collection. 
Several affirm, That he had been zjew, and ^afterwards turn d 
ChrittUm. However it is, this is certan, that he undcrftood 
Hebrew , and fo much of the Rabbinical Hebrew, as to read 
the ^ Commentaries upon the Bible. Which, at that : time 
was hard to find any Perlbns born in our Religion codd do. 
His great Author is K.Rafci, or R. Salomon lfr«b commonly 
caU'l Jarhi. He often quotes him jn his O^tWMjMd 
moft of thofe who fince him have mix'd any Jewijh Learn jng 
in their Commentaries, have only Copy'd from him. , U thb 
Author had follow'd a certain Method of Philofophyfing ac- 
cording to ^riftotkh Principles, which was then in i ule, , ne 
he haH fucceeded better, altho he. is more refervd hwm 
than many other Writers of that time. We may \ 
this Commendation, that no body before him hadfo through 
lv fearch'd into the Literal Sence of the Scripture •, * would 
hWever have been well if he had not fo 
things taken from the Rabbins, and that he had taken outot 
their Books only what might conduce to the clearing of the 

art*. SC Tterl'is in the Additions of Pj^Bifhop of Vmt" * * 
■wwf* Griticifui upon the Remarks of Nichols de Lyra; as this 
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thor had been a Jew, and had apply'd himfelf to the Study of 
the Scripture, he fometimes Correds the faults of Lyra, and 
lavs down Rood Principles for the undemanding of the Bible. 
But becaufe he has done as commonly they do who Difputehot- 
lv one agrinft another, his Book is full of fupcrfluous things-, 
fo that we mould lofe a great deal of time to read it all 
over It would be well if we could extratt the beft , and 
toe the reft. For Example, ic fignifics very httle whe- 
ther De Lyra Reafons rightly upon Matters or Ph.lofophy, 
or other Subjeds which concern not the Expofition of the 

H tlw&of the Order of St M , has in his R* 
plys defended De Lyra againft Pud Bilhop of Burgos. But 
thefe Difputes confiftingfor the moft part in anions which 
concern not the Text of the Bible, are of no ufe to thofe 
who would ftudy the Scripture. Befides, this Author under- 
ftood neither Criticifm nor the Hebrew Tongue well enough 
to judge of the Difputes of Nicholas deLyra, and W ot 
BuL: Wherefore we find throughout his whole Book no- 
thine but heats and figns of Ignorance : As for /W of P^/ of 
of -Burns, altho he had been a Je», and had read the Rab- mi- 
bins Books, he gives us not always anexaft account of them 
he fays, for Example in the 4 Chap. where he fpeaks 

of theParaphrafeof Jonathan, That this Chatan Paraph rafc 
unonthe Pentateuch is of as much Authority amongft the Jem, 
Ktcw oiMofcs; wWchis not true. He has very impro- 
perly miftook the Author of the Chald&an Paraphrafe upon the 
Pentateuch, whom fome call Johnat han, for the other Johnathan 
wKufually Cos'd to beie Author of the Paraphrafe upon 
al the Books of tie Scripture , which the Jews call Prophetical, 
f obferve ?his only to fhew that neither Paulol Burns, nor fevc- 
ral SnwhowcrcatfirftSrw. ^re wholly free rrom faults in 
Matters, wherein they are generally thought to be more under- 

^^^^^^^^ ^cmsto 
to be of greater ufe than the former, for the 
the Scripture, forafmuchas the Authors therein infertcd keep 
dS^Tat, and have avoided all frivolous Digrcffions. 
This Col cdion contains the Remarks of Efti*, Emannel Sa, Me^ 
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He generally fetsdown the Father's Literal Explanations, mixing 
fometimes fome Theological Queftions ; It would have been 
well if he had been a little more vers'din Criticifm, and that he 
had better under flood the Greek and Hebrew Tongues , that he 
might have chofc the moft proper Significations of the Hebrew 
words, whereas he ufually follows the Opinions of others, 
which makes that he is not altogether cxacl: ; As where he fays 
In the beginning of Gene/is of thefc words , ^ Spiritus fcrebatur 
fftpcr aquas, that the Jews explain them by a Wind, and that the 
Ecclefiaftical Authors Interpret them better by the Holy Ghoft, 
he is not altogether in the right, becaufe both the Fathers and 
thejjfaw differ amongft themfelves concerning the Explanation of 
thefe words ; for there are Fathers*3s well as Jews who think they 
ought to be interpreted by a wind , and there are alfo Jews who 
thereby underftand the Spirit of God. 
As for Emanuel Sa, Menochius, and Tirinus, they have an excel- 
SSub lent Method, becaufe they follow exactly the Literal Sence But 
ririn. ' I am of opinion that they were not underftanding enough in all 
Points to make an exad Criticifm upon the belt Interpretations. 
They feem not to have underftood Greek and Hebrew well 
enough to read the Jewifli Commentaries \ which would have 
been very ufcfhl to them in the Explanation of the Scripture, and 
they would have ftmn'd many faults which they hgye committed 
by following the other Interpreters , without having throughly 
examin'd thetn before hand. For Example , Emanuel Sa would 
not have fo boldly aflertcd, that in Chap. 3. Gen. verfe 15. where 
we read in the Vulgar ipfa content , there are Hebrew Copies 
which have Hi ipfa, for there are no fuch ; and it is through the 
Error of the Tranfcriber of the Greek and Latin Copies as we 
have already obferv'd, that we read ipfa, becaufe heretofore they 
read ipfe. I obferve this only to fhew , that altho thefe Authors 
were judicious and capable of making a good choice of the belt 
Interpretations upon the Text of the Scripture j yet they were 
not altogether without fault. 
Father Dt Father De la Haye of the Order of St. Francis , who made this 
u nayt. Collection, might have made it lefs Voluminous , had he not io 
often repeated the fame Interpretations; For thefe Interpreters 
ufually agree j and then he had done well to have Abndg'd the 
Matter, and to havefet down only what was barely neceflary. 
He might alfo have added feveral limitations to this Collection 
0 drawn 
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drawn from the Obfervations of Lyra, and fome other Authors. 
Inihort, the Author's words ought not to have been fet down at 
length, but only what was molt to the purpofe, and what was 
wanting ought to have been fupply'd. .... ... „ Fathcr nt 

Thefame Father De la Hnye not being (atisfied with the Colle- Fatfw 
dton he had made of the Bible into five Volumes, made another 
vet larecr callM Biblia Magna, which contains Nineteen Vo umes. 
But he Teems rather in thislaft Collection to have ftudied the hu- 
mourina of his own Vanity, than the being profitable to his 
Readers. So likewife he commends his Work only for being 
Voluminous. The Bible of AlcaU, fays he, contains only Three 
Volumes, That of London Six, the Royal Bible Eight , that of 
Paris Ten x whereas my Edition contains Nineteen : He after- 
wards adds, That all thefe Bibles together contain only the La- 
tin, Greek, Hebrew, Swaritain, Chatiee, Syr^ 
fJn, wSUthifum % but that in his there is befides all thefe 
languages, theW»irib Cathie^ It fan,, Spanf , an diW^ 
Zh tlno Jirmm firet hie pronnjor hiatu? AH thefe many 
TWuesmay'lc redue'd to the Latin Tranflations, which he 
onlyTts down, and it is very probable that the Author under. 
Rood no other Tongue but the Latin. He fetsdown then all 
thefe diffcrentTranilations, cfpccially the Oriental ones, as he 
had read them in the Latin Tranflations, and he commends his 

Work, in that he fometimes m c \J wc V ^l^XlTnX 
tions of the fame Verfe. But he had done better if he had not fo 
often repeated the fame thing by Synonymous terms , and ^ not 
fflPd his Book with ridiculous and impertinent reflations, 
which he ufually does, in quoting thofe of Malvenda What is 
Soft commendable in this Author is, that he has endeaWd to 
fe^oncS thefe different Tranflations,* to mow the Authority 
^Vutor|bnt this was a Work above him,and he underftood 
Sot well enough the Tongues,nor was he fufficiently vers»d m the 
S of the Scrinture to Wed in fo great an undertaking. 
SU Be y fide he Snor , he had fetdowt in his firft Colleftion he 
has affi the Obfervations of Dt Lira, whence he ought to have 
cut off what was fuperfluous. Befides 1 find not that De Lyra has 
bhfobfemtion? compar'd the Latin Tranflation, with thole 
made from the Hebrew, nor that he has fliown that the Vulgav 
A^Sfr as Father De la Haye in his Preface afiirms, If De 
^?Sf^ as niy have believM, it is very dihV 
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rent from a Work which we have of his , or elfe we have it not 
compleat • for we find he makes therein no Crkicifm upon the 
Tranflations. To conclude, wc cannot deny but the Method 
Father Dc la Haye obferves in this Collection, is the belt of all : 
For he at fir ft Ihows the different ways of Explaining the Scri- 
pture Text, then he compares them all together, and gives his 
Tudement thereupon •, and laftly, he fets down the leveral Literal 
Explanations of the beft Authors. This Method is very exacted 
if he had kept clofe to hisdefign, we could not have had any thing 
more perfect or ufeful upon the Scripture. 

Laftly to compleat his Work, he has plac'd Prolegomena* at the 
beginning of it, where he Explains at large the Prelimi- 
nary Queftions which are ufually put concerning the Text of 
the Bible and the Tranftations : But it is probable he underftood 
not moft of the Critical Queftions he there puts , elfe he would 
not have fain into fuch grofs miftakes. He Collected what he 
had read in the beft Authors , and as he underftood not clearly 
the Subject it was impoflible but he fliould fometimcs be mifta- 
ken . I (hall only give one Example, whence we may eafily judge 
of hisunderftanding: In Chap. 1. SetliottS. he enquires whether 
MoCes was the Author of the Points which ferve at prefentin 
ftead of Vowels in the Hebrew Text and for the more eafie re- 
viving of this difficulty, he fuppofes that the Ancient Hebrews 
had no Letters but Confonants, and that the latter Jews chofe 
three of thefe Confonants, to wit Aleph, ran and Jod to ferve in 
ftead of Vowels alfo, fo that Aleph ferv'd inftead of A, and E,Vau 
inftead of V and 0, and Jod inftead of J and E. There is nothing 
more falfe than this Suppofition concerning thefe Confonants, 
which he affirms became Vowels in the latter Ages ; we ought 
then to fay, that in all Tongues there always were Vowels, and 
that in the Hebrew the Letters Aleph, Van and Jod, ferv'd in the 
beginning inftead of Vowels,before the Invention of Points,which 
at prefent fupply their place. There are many fuch faults in his 
Prolegomena , which plainly mow that the Author of this Colle- 
ction undertook a Work above him. 
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CHAP. XII. 

fakement upon fotne Authors who have writ Comment 
taries or Remarks upon the Bible. Where * aljo 
frown what Method is to be obJerVd in the Ex* 
plaining of the Scripture. 

AFter having in the foregoing Chanters fhown what Rules the 
moft Learned Father! have obiVdin the Explaining o 
the Scripture, it feems to be altogether unneceflary for us to ftay 
any longer upon this Subject, belides that <*^*™£K 
mined to refortto any other Interpreters of the Bible than thefe 
Others and thus we need not particularly to examine the Mo- 
dSn Interpreters Method, whofe Opinions herein are of no An- 
SKriti This has- already been dcclar'd by the Fathers of the 
Con cii ofX* , who Jade a Decree ngainft aU the Modern qmL 
Interpretations of many pafiages of the Scripture, Ad cocrcendape- *£. 
tHlamiaiwema, fay thefe Fathers, deccrmt Smote* nemo f««pr«- 
d Zl inniXHs\ inrehmfidei & morum ad *d$canomm dottrim 
MiZJ^ &am Scrfpturam ad fitos fenfns cogens c„y 
%rZ a»em U Let SanlU Mater Ecclejia cujh, efi jndt- 
la c de verofenf* & interpretation Script nrarum Sanson ant enam 
Zra Zlmm confenfim Tatrumipfam Scnpturam facram lmer- 

? TthiTDecrecof the Council of Trent had as large an Extent as 
th fa ficatTon of the words will bear, we ought to condemn 
rheffid oTthcmoft Learned Divines , who f.nce that time 
have^iven new Explanations to the words of the Scripture, and 
aveCnd f^ultwith Expof,tions of the Fathers as not exact. 
Weoueht ^therefore to dWinguilh betwixt that which relates 
™reW To the Cdticifm of the Bible , and what relates to the 
fiMbSSefof the Church. ^^^^ 
condertm'd not the firlbway of Explaining of *e Scnpwre, nut 
the Innovators only of thofe times who opposdtnur nc w i-x 
pofitiS tSe Scripture to the generally rcceiv'd Doctrine of 
the whole Church. 
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In a word, the Council condemn'cl not the Opinion of Cardi- 
nal Cajetan, who affirm'd, that we ought not to confine the In- 
terpretation of the Scripture to the Expofitions of the Fathers; 
but that we ought to Interpret the words of the Text as Literally 
as we can,without relying upon the prejudices of the Fathers. Si 
cahtan. quando occurrerit, favs this Cardinal, novnsfenfits text id confomsjitc 
Prcf. in a facra Scrip lira nec ab Ecclcfu dottrina, diffonus,qiianwis a torrent e 
Vtntat. potior um facrantm aliemts, aquos fe prabean teen fores ; Meminerm 
jus fumn imicniq; folis Serif turd facra antoribus referv.ua eft h £C 
alitor has , itt idco crcdamus fie effc quia ipft it* fcripferunt , alios 
antem (wquit AHgnJtimts) it a lego Ht qiiamolibet fmchtatc do- 
ttrinaq; prapolleant, non ideo ere dam, fie ejje quia ipfi it a f crip ft- 
runt-, itafji non detefietnr novum Script lira fen fum ex hoc quod dif- 
fonata prifcit docloribus fed fenttetnr pcrfpicacius tcxtitm ac ton- 
text urn Script ur <e , & f quadrare invenerit, laudet Deum, qui non 
allcgavit Expo fit ionem, Script nrnrum f Mr arum prifcorum Dottoram; 
fed Scripiura inteora fub Catholic* Ecclefi* cetifitra. I have let 
down Cajetauh words at length, that we may the better undcr- 
ftand his Method in his Commentaries upon the Bible. t 
vdxvh Cardinal Palavicini does not wholly difallow of this Method 
HiOor.of of Cajetanh, altho he confefles that fome pcrfons were fcanda- 
the Coun. jj z ^ at f 0 an d nar dy an Opinion. He afterwards adds, 
? f ^ ' that there is nothing in this Opinion contrary to the Decree of 
cSp i8 the Council of Trent, which prefcrib'd no new Law concerning 
' the Explanation of the Word of God - 0 but dcclar'd only Here- 
tical what had always been efteem'd Heretical by the Fathers, 
Popes, and Councils. Affermo premicramente, cWUGaetanoqmn- 
tunque reprefo per licentiofo da Medecimi in quefioddctto , non 
proferi Giamai fentimento contrario a cio che in quella parte fa 
difpofto dal Concilia Tridentino. Secondamente c\?il comilio non 
prefcriffe o refirinfc con lepgc nuova il modo dtintendere la parola di 
Dio \ ma dichiaro per Hie cito e per ereticale cio clfera tale di fua 
nawa, e per tale femprcriputato e dichiarato, ePapadri, d? a pome* 
fici, e d'aconcilii. . . . 

It is true that Cardinal Cajetanh way of Explaining the Scri- 
pture, fcems at firft to be a little bold, and not rcfpeftive enough 
to the Ancient Fathers-, but if we ferioufly examine it, we /hall 
find that he has herein follow'd St. Amuftirh Rules in his Bocks 
of the DoCtrine of Christianity. The Innovations of Luther 

and fome other Proteftants of that time, made fome Divines op- 

pcle 
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rr/lz CajemH Opinion, which feem'd too bold, and in fome fort 
\c. v\ ■ \>?\ '■: -ho r.cw Herefies , altho it was in Truth both Or- 
t.K. unci Conformable to the Doftrine of the Church , who 
lvs':l>v.v.< • K che Interpreters the liberty of enquiring into the 
Lit :v::i S-iiu : of the Scripture, without relying upon the Ancient 
Debtors Interpretations , but only upon the Doctrine reccivM 
r.rd approval of throughout the whole Church •, and u is this tiv:r [/.'^.'^ 
this Cacdh li mear.s by thifc words Novrn fenfm text uicovf ;?-:>, L • , 
nec d fair i Scriftur.fi t ec ab Eccleft* doElrina dtffomu , qiu/nvtf *i 
tonchte DUhnim ficro-um alienm. This in Jhort is the Me- 
thod which is to lk ol.ferv'd in the Explanation cf the Scrip- 
ture, and by this means we may cafily reconcile the Proteft: nr.:; 
with the CatholicKs upon this Point, and we may at the dune 
time do Cajetan Julticc , who had very much fhidkd the 
Scripture; and had fupply'd by the force of his Wit what 
he feem'd to want for the thorough underltanding of the 
Scripture. 

If AmbrvfuttCatharin had as carefully fttidied the Scripture as 
Cajctan^ he would not have inveigh'd fo hotly againft this Lear- 
ned Cardinal in his Obfervations upon his Commentaries ; as 
when Jie accufes him of playing the Jew upon the firft words of 
Genefu, where Ca\aar. obferves that by the Hebrew word Elohim, 
which in this- place is in the Plural Number , is not ftippos'd the 
Myftery of the Trinity. Sixtus of Sienna, who has defended J'.f 
Cajetan againft Catbartn, has judicioufly obfervM that they who 
apply this pailagc to the myftery of the Trinity, do not herein 

Annot. r. 

follow the fathers , but Peter Lombard, who touch'd upon this 
Sence only by the by in his Book of Sentences. 

Gretfer could not endure that Cajetan fhould wholly forfakc the Grttftr 
Fathers in his Commentaries upon the Pfalms, under pretence of rraft. <k 
Explaining them more Literally, De Cajetam quid dicam, lays this Tfim y Ca . 
Jcfilit, in cujus inteqro fuper Vfalmos Comment ario nefcio quottes 
ftnt'hrum P.aritm metitio, vclcitatto, vel autoritas & fentcntU ap- 
parent. It is true that Cajetan llidom makes ufc of the Explana- 
tion of the Fathers in his Commentaries upon the Scripture, and 
especially upon the Pfalms, becaufe he thought they were ot 
no ufe for his defign , as he himfclf affirms in an Epiftle be- 
fore his Commentaries upon this Book. Solus Tfaltern fen- ajtt.Ep. 
fits, fays this Cardinal fpeaking to Pope Clement the VII. quem^iim. 
literalem vocant, mtlli eft adhac pervius , fed abfirufus; cum fere 

Lll omncs 
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otnnes qui Comment trios in Hind edidertwt, Myfticcs tantitm fenfus 

*** wrought rather to commend this Cardinal for following the 
Literal Sence of the 5cripture,which in his time was fo much ne§- 
le&ed, than blame him for not quoting the Fathers Expofitions in 
his Commentaries upon the Bible. He was perfwaded that their 
Expofitions were not Literal enough ; and therefore he thought 
fit to go to the Original Hebrew , altho he underftoodnot that 
Tongue. Wherefore as he was oblig'd to give credit to what 
they told him who direded him in this Language, he isfometimes 
miftaken, whether it be that his Matters were not able Men, or 
that he underftood not clearly what they told him. For Exam- 
ple, the Reafon he gives in the beginning of his Commentary 
upon Genefts , to mow that Elobim denotes not Plurality of Per- 
fonsinGod isfalfe, becaufe he fuppofes that this word has no 
lingular in the Scripture. Which is not true, becaufe we find 
Eloha in the lingular. Befides he had not wholly laid afide a cer- 
tain way of rea&ning which is learn't in the Schools, which fuits 
not always with the Method which we ought to follow in the Ex- 
plaining of the Scriptures j to which we may add, that the Books 
of the Modern Proteftants which he had read , made him keepa 
certain Medium, which could neither pleafe Proteftants nor Ca- 
PaUvh. tholicks. Certamente que Commemarih fays Cardinal Palavactm 
Hift. o£ j n fpeaking of the Commentaries of Caietan non hebbPr applaujo ne 
v^'a da gli Eretici ne da Cattolici j In a word, it was in a manner a rafli 
Cm* aftion to undertake the Expofition of the Scripture according to 
the Literal Senfe, and by the Originals without underitanding 
the Tongues the Originals were writ in. We have already 
obfrrvM that he underftood neither Hebrew nor Greek-, 
yet neverthelefs in his Preface to the Pfalms , where he 
himfelf acknowledges his own Ignorance, he mentions only the 
Hebrew Tongue .• but he is generally thought to underftand one 
no more than another. . . 

nitron. Jerom Oleafter may be much more ufefal than Cajetan tor the 
Gitalin underitanding of the Literal Sence of the Scripture , becaufe he 
p«t«. C hiefly endeavours, efpecially in his Commentaries upon the Fen- 
tateuch * to find out the true and proper Signification of each 
Hebrew word. He compares the feveral places of his Text where 
thefe words are, that he may the better understand the Genuine 
fignification, and for this purpofe he confults the Rabb ^ 
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whom he very often deferts. But we may truly £ay, that moft 
of this Work ferves only to fliow how ignorant we are in the 
Hebrew Tongue, and how much divided the moft Learned In- 
terpreters are in this Point. Befides the Author deviates fome- 
timcs from the moft probable Sence, becaufe he keeps too clofely 
to his Method, and enquires too fcrupuloufly after the proper 
and Primitive fignification of the Hebrew words, fearchmg out 
the very Etymologies. It would have been well if Oleaster had 
confuited the ancient Interpreters of the Bible, and had con- 
fidei'd their Tranflations at the fame time as he examin'd the 
Rabbins Opinions. We may fay that he has not always chofe 
the belt Interpretation, becaufe he has often afte&ed fome parti- 
cular Opinions. , , TT , , 

Tite&um of the Order of St.Franeu, who taught the Holy T,ulm. 
Scripture at Louvain in the beginning of the laft Century, has in »JJ* > 
his Commentaries upon the Pfalms, joyn'd the Ancient Fathers vfalm% 
Method with the Modern Interpreters way, who regard only 
the Literal Sence. He Explains at firft in a large Paraphrafe 
the fence of each Pfalm, then he makes Obfervations by way of 
Commentary, and he fets down in feparate Notes what relates to 
the Criticifm, the various Readings, and. the different Interpre- 
tations of the Hebrew words, fo that this Work of Titelman s 
may be ufeful to all fort of Perfons. As he was of Opinion, that 
moft of the Hebrew words were equivocal , he thought it 
was abfolutdy neceflary t;o make Critical Remarks upon 
the Hebrew Text. Norunt , fays this Author , qw Hebra- PrJe f. is 
a* literas vel a limine faint arunt & Hebraic* Biblta vel a Annot. 
lome infpexerunt, quant frequenter in Sermone Hebraotd ufUvemat, 
fic diver fas ex aquivocatione verborum fententtas educere. He lecms 
not to have throughly underftood the Hebrew Tongue, in that 
he feldom does any thing but quote fome places of Sterna s 
Latin Tranflation from the Hebrew, and the new Latin Tranlla- 
tion of Felix Pratenfisfsomtte Hebrew Text. 

Bonfrerim thejefuit fcems tohavethebeft compar'd the An- Bj»/r. hi 
tient Tranflations, and efpecially that of the Sefwgwt, and™' * 
the Vulgar with the Modern ones, thereby to make an exact 
Sence. He generally makes a Judicious choice , and he would 
have vet better fucceeded, if he had better underftood the Ori- 
ental Tongues , and had not been fo Copious in his Expolitions, 
Butitisufual for thofe who make Commentaries upon the bi- 

Lll 2 blc 
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ble to mix therewith fome Learning and Queftions foreign to 
the Text. 

arnei. i The Commentaries of Cornelius a Lapide are herein alfo faulty 
Ufidt, yet neverthelefs this Author in the beginning of his Work pro- 
mifes to befhort, and to Collect in few words , what had been 
obferv'd by others more at large. I know that thefe fort of 
Commentaries which are full of Learning pleafe many People, 
and above all the Preachers-, but they cannot be pleafing to Judi- 
cious Perfons, who defire to have every thing Treated of in its 
proper place, 

Aipbon. Altho Atyhonftu Toftat a Spaniard, is alfo very Copious in his 
Tofitt. Commentaries upon the Scripture, and that he is ufually faid to 
be qui fiibile difmtit omne, he is however very happy in his Di- 
grelfions , fo that we may profit by the reading of him , becaufe 
he is Learned and well vers'd in the Scripture Style. He makes 
• many Queftions concerning his Text. But he fometimes carries 
things too far , and good part of his Commentaries might have 
been left out without being ever the worfe, becaufe there are too 
many fuperfluous things. 
ftrtr. Pereriw the Jefuit, has made a large Book of Queftions upon 
Gtnefis , wherein he has (hown a great deal of Learning ; and 
altho he fticks not clofe to the words of his Text ^ he is for all 
that very ufeful ^ becaufe he very Judicioufly Refolves the Que- 
ftions he propounds, and Illuftrates the great Difficulties in the 
Scripture. He endeavours chiefly to give the Opinions of the 
Fathers, of which he has made a Collection. But as the Fathers 
follow'd not always the Literal Senceofthe Scripture-, moftof 
his Work is of no ufe to thofe who enquire after the Literal Sence 
of the Bible. 

tmu SerartHi another Jefuit, had all the neceflary qualities for the 
interpreting of the Scripture ^ for befides that, he very well un- 
derftood both Greek and Hebrew , and much better than they 
who ufually make Commentaries upon the Scripture, hehadftu- 
died this Matter, and was well vers'diu the Scripture ftyle } he 
could read the Rabbins Books , as he made appear in hisDi- 
fpuUsagainft Drufitts, and Scaliger; but he is not Critick enough, 
and he mixes too much unprofitable Learning in his Com- 
mentaries and Queftions. 1,1 a word, altho this Author was 
very Learned, he is not always exact. His Judgment and Un- 
derftanding is better feen in his Trolegomwa's to the Bible, 

where 
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where he difcufTes feveral Queftions very judicioufly and in 
few words. 

LeonCaftro a Spanifo Dr. has made a Commentary upon the itmtfn. 
Prophet Ifaiah, which may be ufeful to them who Study Divini- 
ty, and look for it in the Books of the Fathers. He endeavours 
chiefly to defend the two Ancient Tranflations which have been 
rcceiv'dby the Church, and if he had not wholly forfaken the 
Rabbin sand Modern Interpreters of the Scripture his Work had 
been more Compleat. But he thought that their Works obftru- 
cted the truth of Chriftianity , or rather as he deflYd to be 
thought very Learned in the Hebrew Tongue, which he under- 
ftood but indifferently, he dcclar'd himfdf againft the Rabbins 
and Hebricians, to whom he oppos'd the Explanations of the Fa- 
thers with which his Book is full. . 

Riber* the Jefuit, who has made a large Commentary upon 
the Twelve little Prophets, is methinks more Judicious than Leon J™ 
Cafiro; for he joyns the Modern Interpreters with the Ancient 
ones, and the Fathers, and gives the Sence which he thinks is 
moft Literal. He endeavours chiefly to Explain the ftyle and 
ways of fpeaking of the Prophets. His great Author is St. Je- 
rom, whofe Works he has ferioufty read, and he has given Rules 
fortheunderftandingof this Father's way of Writing, which 
feems to be full of Contradictions. To conclude -, He is no ve- 
ry great Critick, and underftood but very indifferently the Greek 
and Hebrew Tongues; but his Judgment made amends in fome 
fort for this defect. 1 fpeak not here of the Moralities, or Allc- 
eories, or other Myftical Sences which this Author and feveral 
others have inferred in their Commentaries , becaufe it is belides 

my Sflin'st e ,<cb»so{ E^nbio, who underftood Greek and He- 
brew well enough to read the Greek Fathers and the Rabbins 
Books, endeavour'd chiefly in his Explanation of tiiCPcKUtaich, 
to iuftifie the Vulgar Tranflation which he calls St. Jerem s ; He • 
(hows that it agrees better with the Hebrew Text than the y reek 
Sepmagwt, and that the Church had rcafon to prefer this new. 
vEWr Tranflation before the Ancient one. But this Author 
has not done tlje Simtagint all the Juftice he ought to have done. 
Thcv are not fo Ignorant of the Hebrew Tongue :as he fancies.- 
He had done better not to have fo much inveighM againft this 
Ancient Greek Tranflation , which has been of as great Autho- 
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rity in the Church as St. Jerorfs new one, befides he feems to re- 
ly too much upon the Modern Hebrew , and he underftood not 
how to reconcile the Scptuagwt with the Modern Interpreters. He 
is however worthy the reading , becaufe he is Critick good 
enough , and he applies himfelf to the Literal Sence, and to 
the finding out of the proper Signification of the Hebrew 
words. 

He confeffes in his Preface to the Pfalms, that there are many 
Equivocal words in the Hebrew Tongue ; but he obferves that 
this fault is ufual alfo in other Tongues, and that the Books of 
Homer, Findar, and Sophocles , are full of fuch Equivocations 
which make the Interpreters of thefe Authors to differ. There 
is however a great deal of difference betwixt the Hebrew and 
Greek Tongues in this Point. The many Greek Books which 
we have, are of great help in the Explaining of the hard words 
of fome Greek Authors ; whereas we have no Books of pure 
Hebrew but the Bible , for the Works of the Ancient Jews 
are writ in a barbarous Chaldee, except the Mifna which is the 
Text of the Talmud, which is in Rabbinical Hebrew , which is 
not altogether impure. Befides as we have already obferv'd the 
Hebrew, and other Oriental Tongues have all of them thefe Im- 
perfections > they are full of Equivocations, which are impoflible 
to be Corre&edi 

Bellarmirfs Method in his Commentary upon the Pfalms is very 
excellent and worthy him. He examines the Hebrew Text, 
which is the Original, then the two Ancient Tranflations au- 
thorized by the Church. He is not however Critick enough, 
and he feems to underftand but indifferently the Hebrew ; fo 
that he fometimes ismiftaken. As he writ after Genebrard, he 
took moft of what relates to Grammar and Criticifm from him, 
by altering only of fome things. There are alfo fome places 
which he might have Explain'd more Literally, and more ac- 
cording to the Hiftorical Sence : But it is very probable that he 
would not do that, to the end his Commentary might be more 
ufeful to the Chriftians. 

Genebrard without doubt underftood Hebrew and the Criti- 
cifm of the Scripture better than 'Bellarmin. He is not however 
in his Commentaries upon the Pfalms fo exad as one could 
wifh for. His Method which is the fame with Bedarmin's , is 
praife-worthy, becaufe he defends in many places the Seftuagint 

and 
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-md Vulgar Tranflations againft the Modern Hebricians, who 
relv too much upon the Authority of the Rabbins But he has 
not all the Moderation requir'd in an Interpreter who ought 
to take no fide. Befides the faults in moft of his Works plain- 
ly ftow that he underftood not Hebrew fo well asufually he is 
Vi do 

th °M? p°^the King'sHebrewProfelTor at Paris, has writ a 
Commentary upon the Pfalms, wherein he keeps clofe to the 
Letter and Grammar. His chief defign was to rive the Rabbins 
Explanations wherein he has well fucceeded, and this fuitcd with, 
his Profeflion. He applies however with, the Church feveral 
Pfalms to our Saviour, 1 even in an Hiftorical Sence, and gives 
hisludcment upon the feveral Interpretations of the Rabbins. 
To conclude, many things might be left out of this Com- 
mentary, which make it appear mean ; in a word it is not 

Malvand* of the Order of St. Dotnwick : who made a bar- 
barous Tranflation of moft of the Old Teftament, has joynd 
thereto Commentaries , or rather Litera Notes which are 
worth the reading , altho there are feveral fuperfluous things, 
Ws defign was to give all the different Interpretations of the 
Hebrew Text, which made him fet down fome far from the 
True Sence, and not at all probable. He relyes fometimes too 
much upon Etymologies, and fuch like Niceties of Grammar 
This Author in fome things has imitated Cardinal Cajetan , both 
in his Tranflations and in his Commentary , with this diffe- 
rence only, that he could choofe himfelf the different Interprc- 
£Son becaufe he underftood Hebrew , whereas Cajetan, who 
Ser underftood Hebrew nor Greek, was obliged to rely upon 
rhe Credit of thofc whom he confulted. 

Ma Ws Scb^s or Notes input the 01 Tdtorafe «g 
alfobe ufeful for the undemanding of the Literal Sence of the 
Scripture becaufe he chiefly endeavour'd to find out the pro- 
per ^^Sification of the Hebrew words , Thus in the beginning 
IfcenZ he has judicioufly obferv'd , that the Hebrew worH 
Sara which i ufually Tranflated to Create, does not accord- 
^ toTts kroner fignification, fignifie to make out of nothing, 
SkTsumaChouRhttofignifie, and that the Greek and Latin 
AiKn^ toSttd this word Create, could not apply this 
W to M*e what they at prefent call Grmm °s frod^on 
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out of Notbiw, was not underftood by the Hebrews. Altho thefc 
Notes arc fuHkicntly Abridg'd, he might icy that have let 
nlonc fomc Obicrvations which fliow only his Laming, but 
IUuftratc not at all the Text. He is not tiowc\ cr oiten fubjeft 
tothefc fort of Digrtfi ions, and one may Ciy llv.it Maricmh 
one of the molt Learned and Judicicui Scholbfts vvc have 
upon the Bible. It is true that he undultood but indiffe- 
rently both Creek and Hebrew, but his Ingenuity and great 
pains fupply'd this defed, He uluatiy chooRs the belt Scnce, 
and he is not tedious in the relating ct the different Tranfla- 
tions. He often quotes an Ancient Copy of the Vulgar, 
which he calls Gothkk, which was heretofore us'd by the 
Churches of Spain. 
p r „b Father Cor Am the Jcfuit has writ Obfcrvations upon the Cud 
oord. Tcftament by way of Commentaries, wherein he keeps clofe to 
Comment. t j lc jj tcra [ Scncc of the Text. However he does not only give 
in .script. Lkcral NotC8) bl]t hehas alfo given fome Theological Argu- 
ments, mixing fomc Controverfie therewith, and obfervingCW- 
v'mh and fomc other Hereticks falfe Interpretations. He defenc's 
the Vulgar as ninth as poflibly he can, and to make his Work 
more compleat, he Treats of Chronology wherefore there arc, 
few Commentaries upon the Scripture where there are fo many 
things Abridg'd, and yet he is not tedious, only thofe perhaps 
who enquire after the bare Expofition of the Scripture Text will 
not be plcas'tl with all the Confequences he draws from Divi- 
nity. But this may be ufeful to thofe who Study Divinity, and 
will defend thcmfelves againftthe Subtiltics of theProteftants, 
whofe Faith is grounded upon Confequences drawn only from 
words of the Scripture. This Author however might have a- 
voided fcveral fubtil Qucltions which relate only to School- 
Divinity. 

ThiH??. I k n° w not whether we ought to reckon Father PhiUppcm 
Comm.' in the Jefuit, amongft thofe who have made Commentaries upon 
oft> the Bible-, who has indeed ComposM a great Book upon the 
Prophet Ofea , but he has fcarcely Explain'd the four firft Chap- 
ters. Molt of his Book confifts in long Digreflions , and Mat- 
ters Foreign to his Subject : For Example upon the firft worcs 
of the Prophet Verbum Doming he gives all the different ways of 
Explaining the word Verbum , he leaves out nothing which he 

had read either in the Grammarians or Divines, conccnung 

tns 
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the Word > He Treats of the Proprieties of the Divine Word , 
and of the Myikries of the Trinity : then afterwards Ex- 
mining he Name of the Prophet OJca Son of W , he give* 
you all the Etymologies he can find of this Name :* and be 
caufe he word Beeri figniries a Wrf , he has Colleded what- 
ever he could find iti the Works of the Fathers and Jewifo 
Authors concerning the word ITrf. In a word altho his 
Co^fSTS 4 darned he (hows very little Judgmen 
therein , and molt of the Leaning, is out of us pi ace. It 
would have been more proper for thi » Author , not to have 
run fo much upon things which are ordinarily Found in other 
Zks , but to have PuWd what particular things he had in 
SSe Greek Manufcripts , which he quotes upon the Prophet.. 
But we have (urgently fpohen of the Cathohck ^ Dotes 
who have made. Commentaries or Remarks upon the Bible , 
Let us now pafs to the Protenant Authors and fee what Me- 
thod they have obferv'd in the Expounding of the Scn- 
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Tlx Method ohferVd by the Troteftants in thtr Ex- 
planations of the Scripture. The VMs f. ^ 
thias Flacius Illyricus in his Book Intituled, 
The Scripture Key, particularly dijeujs d. 

BY the Name of Proteftants, I underfiand not only thofe of 
YSvs&a but generally all thofe who in this laft Age 
have left he Rel gton o 8 f their Fathers to follow the Innovates 
ofTJt^W*. -nd Come other Head, o a Par y. 
In a word , thefe lalt Innovators agree all herein , in flu tncy 
leceivT thc'Holy Scripture only for the foundation of the **- 

M m m n^u/«fc, 
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ligion. Bccaufe Religion, they fay, ought to be grounded upon 
the pure Word of God, and not upon the word of Men. But 
under this pretence , of following only the pure Word of God, 
they have oftner follow'd Gonfequcnces which they have pre- . 
tended were immediately drawn from the Scripture , than this 
pure Word of God : And this is the reafon why altho they all 
agree in their tirft Principle , they are neverthelefs of different 
Opinions. However they affirm, that the Scripture is in it fclf plain 
and eaiie to be underftood. In which they (how themfelves to be 
miftaken , fince they draw different Conclufions from one 
and the fame Principle , which they fuppofe is plain and evi- 
dent. 

Utthf. Lntber had recourfe to this Principle in the utmoft Extremi- 
ty, when he found himfclf prefs'd by the Authority of the Fa- 
thers , of the Councils,, and Tradition : for finding he could not 
anfwer all thefe Authorities , he betook, himfelf to the Scrip- 
ture only, which he Expounded after his own way, and for the 
better oppofmg the Fathers and Councils alledg'd againft him* he 
anfwer'd, That Religion coming only from God , could be con- 
tain'd only in the Holy Scriptures , within which compafs his 
Word was circumfcrib'd » whereas the Fathers and Bifhops af- 
fembled in Councils , were Men liable to be deceiv'd. As 
.then the firft Principle , whence we pretend to draw plain and 
evident Conclufions ought to be plain it fclf, Luthtr was oblig'd 
to lay down for his firft and chief Maxim , That the Scripture 
was in it felt clear in matters of Faith, and that therefore there 
was no neceflity of our running to Tradition , or the Interpre- 
tations of the Fathers, who might be deceiv'd, God only being 
Infallible. Wherefore Lutber, and all the other Proteftants make 
ufe of the Authority of the Fathers, and Councils, for the clear- 
ing of their Dodhine , only where they find them agree with 
the Scripture, which is their only Rule. 

As we have already obferv'd the Jem and Fathers Me- 
thod in Explaining of the Scripture , I thought it was fit for 
me to do the fame thing in relation to the Proteftants, 
by giving fome of their moft famous Authors Rules up- 
on this Subject , and examining fome of their beft Interpre- 
ters. 
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Mathias PlaciM Uh[ricnt a famous Protcftant has Composed cUjk 
tw^S Vohfmes ujontlm Subject .In the Firft, he Expounds 
bv way of Dictionary the ways of fpeakmg mthcB,blei and the F/ , M/ ,„ 
slonS contains feveral fmall Treatifcs conccrnihg the Sa.pture ^ Bafil. 
ft vie ; thereby to know how it ought to be Exp ainM. We mail An. i S 6 7 . 
freak chiefly of the laft, where the Author has given all the 
llules which he thought were neceflary for the underftandmg or. 
KCt Mons in the Scripture. He falls hrft m>on I- I*** 
the CatholickDoftors, who affirm, That the Scripture being 
obfeure, is not of itfelf a fufficient ground for the deciding ot 
all Controverfies in Religion, which he calls Impious and Blas- 
phemous: HorundHmin M*dmn 
rameffeOhfcHrtm, ambiwam, non turn 
fiitJonm kominls Chrtftiani *A S^tm. But the Hiftory ot 
{he HebTew Text , and the chief Tranilations which we have 
Treatedof inthctwoFirft Books, clearly ^fhow the Truth ofthis 
Principle which the Catholicks have laid down againft the Prote- 
ftants • Bcfides, that luthtr, as has already been mown, is of 
Op'inion ^that he Hebrew Tongue being loft , the could 
no P t Jeftoreit-, and that moftoFthe wofls of this Tongue are 

t0 ?tt Y SftaSte Second place that the Catholicks aftirm 
TtenteS?&™™ ought to oe Explained by the Fathers, to 
wh?ch he oppSfes the Authority of St Hikyx ind ***** 
ra« thi? the Scrinturc ought to be Explam'd by it felf, And 
Tha^e IdSS^SS^Ji to be cleaTd by the plain ones ^ 
£1 therein he does the Catholicks wrongs for as much as they 
own tKftRuleas wetlashei and receive the Father's^ 
Sns only in things relating to the generally receiv'd Faith 
Sehout the whole Church? as has already been obferv'd in 
^S^^^^^ 0 ^ mfpeakingof theCom- 

ToTS Y and Ztthdr wreftingof thetrueSence of the Te* 
w ASeSrical ones of their own inventing : but it "ccrtam that 
StherESir nor Calvin underftood the Holy Tongues 
?o weU as and St. Jerom, who kept clofe to the Li- 

te^ SerLtf the Scripture as well as to Alkgoncs. As 
^A?£fi^l Sende has been Authored by the A* 
SftlesT the Others methinks might imitate them herem, 
* Mmm z 
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and they have not by this hinder 'd us from tabing the Lite- 
. ral Sence. ■ 

Fourthly, Illyrkm in the fame Preface affirms , We ought not 
to follow the Fathers, becaufe they Tranll2te differently the fame 
place of Scripture:but if thisArgument held good,we ought tolay 
afidc all the Modern Interpreters of the Bible who difagree about 
the Explanation of the fame places. Wherefore Flacittt fays no- 
thing judicioufly or without prejudice concerning the Father'sEx- 
planations, which the Gatholicks are hot obliged to rely upon 
as infallible Rules. Let us fee if this Author fpeaks better in the 
Body of his Work. 
Flac. illy r. In his firft Treaty which is Intituled, The way how H undtrjkani 
Dt uationt the Hoh ' Serif t^es^' He tells us' what caufes the Difficulties in the 
cunafct* Holy Scriptures^ntl he ghres j 1 Reafons, arid afterwards tells us 
litim now to clear tn C fe Difficulties \ I ihali relate only fbme of his Rea- 
fons, efpecially thole which feem to be of greateft ufe. He 
fays as for the Dodtrine contain'din the Holy Scripture, moft 
Meni even the moft Judicious, areas itwereftupid, andpron$ 
thro I know what evil inclination to judge amifs., and that 
theywho have writ Commentaries upon thele Books have- made 
them more obfeure , either thro their. Ignorance in the Holy 
Tongues, or by reafoning too much like Schoolmen. Altho 
thefe Obfervations are in fomefort true, yet the Application 
which FUciw thence makes is falfe-, for he fuppofts that 
the Gatholicks defigncdly encreaied in their Commentaries 
the Difficulties of the Scripture, that they might maintain 
their Qpinions by Arguments taken out of AKft«tU\ Phik»- 
fophy. > ' 

We moreover fays, that there is nothing more liable to Alte- 
ration than Tongues } and therefore it is hard to underftandthe 
old words and cxpreflions of a Tongue ; which he proves by 
good Examples ^ then he adds, That every Writer has a par- 
ticular Style, which one cannot eafily be acquairitetl'with, that 
it is hard to underftand the figurative Style , that every Tongue 
has peculiar figurative Expreflions , and efpecially the Hebrew. 
That the want of Books writ in this Tongue, makes the Scrip- 
ture yet harder to beunderftood, befidesthat the Hebrews' often 
ipeak but half words, whereas in other places they 1 repeat fore* 
imimesthe fame thing, - - 

The 
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The changing of Tenfes^, Pcrfonsi and Numbers in the 
Scripture, makes italfo very obfeure; befides that the things 
there Treated of being fometimes very Sublime , are very 
hard to be underftood. The Holy Authors fometimes oafs 
from one thing to another , and are a great while before 
they return. 1 ' • 

No one! can deny but «11 thefe Reflexions are very true , 
. and that at' the fame time they' rulhe the great Principle of 
the Proteftants,- wlio affirm, That the Scripture is clear, of 
it felf. Wherefore the Autfobr after having difcoyered the 
evil, 'Endeavours to apply neceflary Remedies, which is tfce 
chief defrgn of his Treatife, wherein he flows he very wfcll 
tmderftands the Scripture ftyleV but that does 3 hot prtvethat 
it Is fealle to be underftood. On t*e tontrar^ nothiflg c4n 
convince us more of ' its obfcufity than the 1 Maxims he lays 
down, moft of which depend upon prejudice. Thus firft of 
all he fuppofes that we ought to haye recourfe to God who 
is the Father of Lights -, and thatiwe ought ;to be inftrudWd 
in- the fandamentel Trudttbf ^elj^ior/ by ^bJe Perfons 1 . But 
whence can we have this help bub from thfe Chutch, which alorie 
preferves the tartfe* Religion ? ';; 1 t ' " ■ . •' 

As for the Rules he fets down for the 1 Explaining of an 
obfeure place by another more plain, and for the having ol 
good Tranflations of the Bible; thera^ to be u fountfm^e 
Father's Books. As for many other -Rulfe* whidi W layt, 
down in the fame Treatife, they are but ill grounded , and 
depend upon the prejudice which one may have fuck d in. 
In a word, he fays, that we ought firft of all to be inftru- 
fted in the Truths of Religion, be^ufethe^ Exposition of 
the Scriptures ought to agree with our Faith j and yet he 
has no other Matter for the inftrufting o f him in the Truth s 
of ^ ChTiftianity Than his Patnarcri^r , as it ne arone nad 
preferv'd the Faith of his Fathers. Thus the Rule he here 
lets down, is very good and ufeful , but he applies it wrong 
and that we may make a right ufe of it. by applying it to 
the Church ; it is fit we mould fct it down m its proper terms 
Omnia wade Serif tttra am ex Scrimura diemtwr Mm eft a>*J*«* 
Ctiteikififc* yHmm& ant articulu fidei. 

I pafs by many other Rules which FUctm has at large , 
fet down in the fame Treatife, which may be of ufe both. 
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•to CatholicKs and Proteftants. He has taken many of them out 
of St. and St. M^fiim. If this Author had not beenfo 

prepofefled with the prejudice of Lmhtrmifm., which has fomc- 
times caus'd inm to apply things wrong, he would have been 
of great Reputation. 

Befides the feveral Rules which he has Explain'd for the 
better undemanding the Sence of the Scripture , he takes no. 
tice of the different Sences which may be apply'd thereto 
and obferves when they may beus'd. For Example, he gives' 
three Reafons to mow when we ought to follow the Allego- 
rical Sence i Firft, If we difcern any fatlity in following ?hc 
Literal.: Secpndly, When we find any abfurdity in the Gram- 
matic*I: And Thirdly,, when the Grammaticaj Sence is con- 
trary eithcr : to Faith or good Manners. Wherefore we oucht 
hrft of all to underftand the Truths of. Religion, and the 
true Maxims of Morality. He judicioufly obferves, that they 
who keep not to the Hiftory of the Scripture generally run 
into Allegories , jind that in his time the sAnabaptifis mte 
H. 0f r S? JP* for the Eftapli/hing by thefe fort of Quirks 
their falfe Maxims amongft.the Ignorant People. This is the 
Method which the Proteftants generally affirm ought to be 
obfery'd in the Expounding of the Scripture , let , us now 
examine fome of their belt Commentaries upon the Scrip- 
iSV^f we may m 0rc part i cu i ar i y underftand their way of 
Intei^teting the Bible. ' 
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CHA P. XIV. 

A Criticifm of the Chief Trotefttnt Authors who have 
made Commentaries or <%emaaks upon the Holy 
Scripture. 

LVther the German Proteftants Patriarch was not fatisficd mn. lh- 
with making a Tranllation of the whole Bible both from tbtr.- 
the Hebrew and Greek into his Mother Tongue-, but thought 
he ought to Eixplain the Word of God according to his own 
Method, for the better fixing of their Minds whom he had 
drawn to his fide, put this Patriarch could fucceed no better 
in his Commentaries upon the Bible than his Tranflation. He 
made 1>oth one and the other with too little Confederation , and 
he ve very often confhlt* only his own prejudice. That he 
might be thought a Learned Man he fpends time to no pur- 
pole in confuting of others Opinions, which he tancies are ri- 
diculous , he mixes very improperly , Theological Queftions, 
and feveral other things with his Commentaries, fo that they 
may rather be calPd Divinity Readings and Difputes, than real 
Commentaries. This may be feen in his Expofition upon Genefi, 
where thefe are many idle Digreffions. He thought that by 
reading of Morality, and bawling againft thofe who were not of 
his Opinion, he might very much illuftrate the Word of God ^ 
but one may eafily fee by his own Books that he was but a tur- 
bulent arid paflionate Man, who had only a flafliy wit, and quick 
Invention. There is nothing Great or Learned in his Commen- 
taries upon the Bible , every thing is low and mean * and as he 
had ftudied Divinity, he has rather ComposM a rapfody of The- 
ological Queftions, than a Commentary upon the Scripture mUn 
Text. To which we may add x that he wanted underftanding, uthttt 
and that he ufiially followM his Senfes rather than his Reafon. ; com. in 
For Example, can any thing be more foolilh than his Expofi- c.p. 3. 
rion of the Serpentin Chap. 3. <?«*.? Heaffirms, TtettheSer- gfjgg; 

tun before hit Punijhmtm mt a bandfim Crwrwc, W wr'Ao.issa> 

upon 
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upon two feet. He moreover affiires us , That before the Deluge 
there -VMS no Rainbow, and that God created it for thofevery 
Ctn. C. * Reafons which are fet down in Chap. 9. Gen. This (hows how 
little he had ftudied the Scripture ftyle, and how ignorant he 
was of the Symbolical Sence thereof. 

As he was no great great Grammarian , nor uqderftood He^ 
brew well enough to read the Rabbins Books, hecontemn'd their 
lAte^fetatiqnsj'awJlaid^down as a Rule that* we ought to Ex- 
' Comm. in plain the words of the Bible by the things there fpoken, and 
Gen. 4. not the things by the words. This Maxim which he allures us 
he has taken from St. Hilary, and the Matter of Sentences is in- 
deed a very good one \ but it may. deceive us, especially if we - 
. jre„pre)udicM tbf rewith. It is fiirttier neceflary fos us to under- 
ftahd as .much as poffibly we can the proper Signification of the 
words, and afterwards to»confider the things. We ought not 
to feparat^ one from the other, wherefore Luther was miftaken 
in Explaining the Scripture according to his prejudice in Reli- 
gion, and negleftmg the Gramtnar. He, hinifd£ has acknow- 
Comm. in ledg'd how nece/Tary Grammar was in Cfrap. 16. Gen where 
c. i6.Gvu after paving faid many, things ; againlb # Rabbins , wjio keep 
dole to Grammar, he concludes he does, noti condemn them 
upon this account. Sednift, fays he , cum Grammatics etiam ip- 
fat res difias , nmquamfies bonus Dottor. Then, he afterward 
adds this other Maxim, That the Grammar ^ught to fee fitted- 
to the things, and not the things to Grammar, Grmmatica- 
quidem qe'eeffwa eft & vera fed ea nondefyfr rfigqre resi fed firvire 
rebm, But under this pretence he follows Jjis own, Notions 
and neglefts the Grammar, which he does hot clofely enough ob- 
serve. • . 

As then he was not able to make Commentaries upon igje Scrip-! 
ture, according to' the Letter and Grammar, he generally runs, 
upon Queilions !ahcV. frivolous Remarks. He has followed this 
Method in his Explanation of fome Pfalms % whichhe cjAl&Opera- 
■intb, oper. tiones in Pfalmos. Arid he at firft; confefles , that he is not lure 
IV^L thathen as given the true fence of the Pfalms , although he is 
G^.. Am? erfwaded that he has fet down nothing of Untruth. Then 
!<59o.Vr«fr f !° rt:nebetter cloaking of his Ignorance, he gives this Maxim: of 
St. Auguftin \ That no b^dy ever ipoke;fo as to be underftood J>y 
every one, and therefore the Holy Ghoft only throughly Mer- 
ftands the meaning of his words \ afterwards he cites St. Jdugu-. 
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fiiit , St. Jerom , St. Athenafius, St. Hilary, and Caftodore , who 
have faid many things which were really true upon the Pfalms, 
yet deviated from the true and proper Sence and for the Con- 
clufion of his Argument, and juftifying at the fame time his Ig- 
norance, he lays, it is both rafli and imprudent for any man to 
believe that he throughly undcrftands any one Book of the Scrip- 
ture , Scio impudentiffim* temeritatis effc eum , qui audcat pro- 
fiteri mum Librum Scripture a, fe in omnibm partibus intcl- 
Uftum. 

No one can deny but thefe Reflections are both good and. 
true ones ; but Luther made them only for the defending of 
himfelf from what might be objected againft him, viz.. That he 
rather fet down his own Imaginations upon the Pfalms, than a 
true Expofition of the Word of God. In a word, his whole 
work is full of Allegories and falfe Maxims, as upon thefe words 
inPfalmtheid. Reget tot in virga ferrea\ After having confi- Pfttm 2, 9. 
der'd the Three Corners of the Crofs, which according to him 
are Poverty, Humility, and Patience, he adds upon thefe other 
following words, Et nunc rem inteltigite, that the Jews were ibid. v. 10, 
more oblig'd to obey their Priefts , than the Chriftians, who 
under the new Law are all Priefts. * and being inftruclred by the 
Holy Ghoft , are not oblig'd to obey Ecclefiaftical Powers. 
And laftly , to conclude , he add$ thefe other words, In nova 
Teftamento fie funt audiendi Supermes quicunq; ut libemm relin* 
quatur cuiq\ infimo de Superior it fententia in hit qus funt fidei. 
The reafon he here gives of this difference, is becaufe the old 
Law confiftedbut in Exterior Ceremonies, and fo the Errors 
which the Prieft might commit were not dangerous $ whereas 
the Law of the New Teftament confifts in things Spiritual, and 
Matters of Faith, and therefore , every one ought to take care 
that the Ecclefiaftical Powers do not err : JnEcclefia ubiretSpi* 
ritttt & fidei agitur, omnium prorfm intereft obfervare ne Sacerdoi 
erret. Thus we fee that Martin Luther has Expounded the Scrip- 
ture rather according to the falfe prejudices which he was pof- 
feiTefs'd with, than to the truth 'of the Text-, and to prepolTefs 
his Readers , he fays at the beginning of his Book , that al- 
tho he has not always fet down the true Sence, he neverthelcfs 
lias inferted nothing but Truth. 

Calvin the French Proteftants Patriarch, fhewsmore Wit and ctlvh. 
Judgment in his Commentaries upon tjie Scripture than Lit* 
" N n n thtr j 
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thers his Arguments are however toofubtle, and he feems ra- 
ther to maintain his Religion by the Confequences which he 
draws from the Text of the Bible , than by the Text it felf. 
As he was us'd to Preach Morality to the People , and make 
Divinity Readings, he has fill'd his Commentaries there- 
with. He applies moft things according to his prejudices, 
and the Difputes which he had with feveral Perfons. This 
we may fee in his Commentary upon Genefis, as alfo in all his 
others, becaufe he is pretty equal in his Method. 
/ He is however more rcfervM than Luther, and takes care of 
ufing weak proofs , whereby his Enemies may have any advan- 
tage over him. Wherefore he inveighs not as Luther does 
againft the Jews and Antitrinitarians, who affirm, That the my- 
ftery of the Trinity cannot be prov'd by thefe firft words of 
Gtn.i. Genefis, God created •, becaufe the Hebrew word which fignifies 
God, is joyn'd in the Plural with the Verb to Create in the Singu- 
c ' lv - , Iar, On the contrary he largely confutes this Opinion, and ju- 
0°™£k"diciouflyadds in fpeakingof this Expreffion, Monendi fmt Le- 
ttores ut fibi A violenti* ejufmodi Glojfis cavern. We find him 
however commit almoft the fame faults in his Commentaries 
as Luther does ^ for he feems to have had no other defign but 
the maintaining of his own Opinions , and the confuting of 
thofe who oppos'd him : So that in thefe fort of Books we 
learn not fo much the Word of God, as the prejudices of the 
Interpreters. As they would not rely upon Tradition for the 
maintaining of their Faith, they wereoblig'd to fhew it out of 
the Scripture, and confequently to rely upon Argumentation*, 
this we may plainly fee in the Commentaries of Calvin , which 
are full of fubtle confequences drawn from the Scripture Text j 
and thus he may very eafily prepoflefs the Minds of his Readers, 
whounderftandnot fully their Religion. Altho Luther xmder- 
ftood Hebrew better than Calvin , who underftood hardly any 
more than the Characters, this laft however is the moft exadt, 
becaufe he underftood better how to coniider what he read in 
other Authors neverthelefs as he was not vers'd in the Study of 
Criticifm, and the Greek and Hebrew Tongues, it wasimpolfible 
but that he mould fometimes be miftakenin the proper Signifi- 
cation of words. The obfervation that he makes in the begin- 
ning of Genefis, upon the Hebrew Verb Bara, which is ufually 
Tranflated to Create-, is an evident proof hereof j for he boldly 

afTcrcs> 
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aflerts, that this word fignifies only to make out of nothing : 
See he takes occafion to inveigh againft thofe who admit of 
nn Ft«rml Matter, as a Chaos whence God produe'd this vifiblc 
Wo rid L It is true that God made the World out of Nothing, 
and that the Chaos or Matter of the Ancient Philofophcrs is a 
meer Fable 1 but we cannot prove it from this paflage : of Genefis, 
Ss vve joyn therewith the Tradition we have of theCreation 
of the World. On the contrary , if we rely. barely upon the 
Scripture Text as it is Tranflated by the Ancient Interpreters, 
fndty the Author of theEpiftle to the : Hebrews we oight * Es- 
ther to fuppofe that there was an mvifible Matter, before tne ycrfc 
Creation as we have already obferv'd. Befides Catvm, Ex- 
pounding Chap. 1. Gen. Verf. 21, where the Hebrew word Sara 
Soesnotfignifie to Create, flyesto I know not what Subtleties 
for the coniming his former Expofition which thing he ufually 
does in hh ; Commentariesupon the Scriptures, becaufe he often 
Expounds it according to his prejudice, and not to the proper 
figStion of the words,, which he often wrefts, the better to 
make it aeree with his Opinions. . 

To conclude, Calvin being very Ingenious we find in h s Com- 
mentaries upon the Scripture, fomethmg which P^f s us on the 
Sdden and as he endeavour'd chiefly how to unaerftand Men, he 
has fiUM his Books witha certain Morality .whj^rite ^-gd 
he ftrives to make his Morality agree with his Text. « he naa 
bLn el violent and had not b?en defirous of being the head 
of? Partv he might have been very ufeful to the Church. He 
hL the S 1 0? mher theMalice of wreftingthe true Sence of 

nrrafion of railing apainft the Church of Rome, and her Cere- 
monies and tCsonep^t of his Commentariesupon theScnp- 
Sre i 1 of" fupeXus Exclamations* which however ..were 
of ufc tc him in the ftirring up of the Peope againft their 
lawful Superiors, lna word, he pafles by nothing which may 
SSSrf hFfSe which thing he has chiefly endeavour'd-, 
wKfore he df ulfS not the f ruth Ibgrofly as L^jrdoes ; 
^^^S^ make what he aflerts feem probable, and 
E has aSeda lofty ftyle, which gives the g^J^I 
In hU Conceptions : To which we may add, that there is naraiy 
In^Autho -who has better underftood the meannefs of the Crea- 
Sffll fif, and as he^chiefly^ endeavours to obferve 
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the failures of Mankind, he aflfe&s the heart j whereas molt of 
Lather's Reflections arc only vain Speculations, and ridiculous 
Difputes. Calvin however has this fault , that he runs too 
much upon the meannefs of the ftate of Man fince the Fall 
and to have left him herein ; without taking notice of the ftatc 
of Grace. 

zmglUiu e ZHi !*$ U ™: wh0 was alf0 1 t ? e . head of a Sc ^> which is call'd 
after his Name , is very plain m his Commentaries upon the 
Bible, and feemstobe very little vers'd in the Study of Criti- 
cifm. Altho he was more modeft than thefe two other Prote 
Itant Patriarchs, which we have juft now fpoke of, he however 
commits the fame faults which they do, and follows his own 
Prejudices. He is herein Modeft , that he feems not wholly to 
abandon the Ancient Latin Interpreter, which had been fo lone 
Authoriz'd by the whole Weftern Church. Having then made 
anew Latin Tranflation of the Prophet Ifaiah, he Publifli'dit 
with this Ancient Latin Interpreter , commonly call'd the Vul- 
gar. He has call'd this new Latin Tranflation of Jfaiah, Com- 
planatio Ifaia Propheu. And as he was oblig'd to make an Apo- 
logy for this new Tranflation, he obfervesin the Preface what 
Authors he has chofen to be his Guides in fo difficult an under- 
taking, Mariftros, fays he, Multoshabui Hebr*os,Gr*cos,& La- 
tinos : as if he had equally follow'd both the Ancient and Modern 
Interpreters : and a little after he adds , Inveniebam apud Septna- 
£intaqttAHieronomHtignorajfe videbatnr, & contra apud Hierono- 
mum multa qua ifii ignormiermt. This Method is without doubt 
the right one, but the Author was not well enough exercisM in 
the Criticifm of the Bible for executing throughly his dellgn; 
befides, thefe firft Patriarchs of the Modern Reformations, could 
could not fpend time enough" for works of this Nature-, they 
fpent their time wholly in Morality, and Divinity Read- 
ings, which all their Commentaries upon the Bible are 
full of. 

Having fpoke of thefe three the molt famous Proteftant Pa- 
triarchs Method in their Commentaries upon the Bible, it is fit 
we mould examine the Method of their Difciples. 
toolltm HtnricHi Mo/terns who read upon the Holy Scripture , immedi- 
tBP/i/. atelv after thp Upfnrmoflftn A, Q n-: r.L. .fU.li..^ l— 




in 
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inhisParaphrafe upon tke Pfalms in Verfr. This Author is 
verv clear both in his Commentaries and Tranflation-, but his 
ft vie is too Copious, and he fpends many words in theExprci- 
fine of few things : In which he imitates the Rhetoricians, who 
delight in Declamations, befideshe is fometimes tedious in the 
Analvfis upon the Parts of each Pfalm. He neglefts neither 
the Literal nor Grammatical Sencc, when he fancies it neceflary 
for the Illuftration of his Text; and altho he is the fame way 
faulty as moftof the other Proteftants, he feems however to be 
more moderate than Luther or Calvin, He chiefly endeavours 
to make known the Truths of Chriftianity, and to ay down 
Maxims for Morality, from whence he fometimes makes Tome 
fuperfluous Digreflions. At the beginning of each Pfalm he has 
fetdown the Contents thereof at large, which Explain theSence 

^NkMuGalatius , who was a Minifterat Geneva at the fame G*Utw- 
time with WiHiam Farcl, John Calvin, and Peter Viret, has m his in txoi. 
Commentary upon Exodus follow'd Calvin's Method , by giving 
in ftiort the Literal Sence, and afterwards adding thereto forae 
Morality, all thefe firft Reformers not well underftandmg either 
Criticifm, or the Holy Tongues, apply'd themfelyes wholly to 
Divinity and Morality. Their Difcourfes were Polite and Elo- 
quent, that they might the better perfuade the People to whom 
thev Preach'd their new Dodtrine. Therefore we find no exaft 
Criticifm of the Scripture in any of the Commentaries of thefe 
•firft Reformers , who fpent moft of their time in making of. 
Sermons or Divinity Readings. 

Peter Martyr a Florentine, who was calW into BvgUnd at thfe varus 
beginning of the Reformation under Edward the Sixth, and who 
afterwards taught the Holy Scriptures at Zurich, has alfo made 
todSnvto upoi the faiteical Books of the Bible, 
which can be of no great life for the underftandmg of the Lite- 
ral Sence; becaufe they are full of Common Places and .Qpe- 
ft ions which he draws from the Words of his Text. It is pro- 
faSteSr» he was a florid Man, he followM this Method to. 
foow both his Learning and Eloouence ^whereas if he : had on- 
ly kept clofe to his Text, he would not have had the opportu- 
4y of fpeaking fo much, or of refqlving fo many curious 
oueftions as he hasftarted in his Commentaries, and after- 
warisfalls a railing- . Thus in the beginning of his Commentary 
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Judges i. upon the Book of Judges, fpeaking of sAdoni Bezjk^, who had 
i T cut off the hands and feet of 70 of his Neighbouring Kings, after 
having obferv'd that at that time every City had a King , he runs 
upon the Ambition of our prcfent Princes j whofe chief care is 
to increafe the number of their Subjects : Tama bodie, 
fays he , Monarch* flagrant ambitione , ut von qnot poflim 
■regere provideant, fed id twice fpettent ut quamplurimos remit' 
and he afterwards applys this fame reflection to Bifliops, who 
greedily fearch after great Bilhopricks , thereby to have thu 
greater Revenue. Epifcopi omnibus modis id ambiunt , ut Dioccfts 
habeant quam amplijfimas,d quibus licet nunquam eai infpiciam,nberri- 
mos fru&ui capiunt. In a word,the Commentaries of Peter Martyr 
upon the Bible are full of long Digreflions, and he endeavours 
throughout to (hew himfelf a Learned Man. For Example, In 
this very fame Chapter of Judges, upon the account only of one 
word, he makes a long DifcoUrfe concerning Gyants , wherein 
he fets down whatever he had read upon this Subject y as alfo 
upon the account of the Hebrew word Mas , Tribute ; which is 
often us'd in this Chapter, he makes a long Digreflion concern- 
ing the rife of the Mafs, wherein he Explains all the parts 
thereof. 

Mfculmm Wolfanm Mufculu* has Compos'd a very large Commentary 
mim. A1 p 0n the Kalros, which in the year 1 550. he dedicated to the Ma- 
giftrates of the Republick of Bern. This Author in his Preface 
affirms, That he had fpent 20 years in the Compofing this Work, 
and that he had confulted thofe who writ before him upon this 
Book but that he had profited very little by reading the An- 
cient Fathers , who negleded the Literal Sence. This he attri- 
butes to the Cuftom of their Times, Verfatifunt Patres, fays he, 
in Scripturis Sacris peculiar* quodam fuorum temporum duttn. He 
mews more Modefty in his Work , and has more refpect for 
Antiquity than molt of the other Proteftants, and althohe made 
anew'Tranflation of the Pfalms from the Hebrew, heendea- 
vour'd however to keep asclofe as he could to the Ancient La- 
tin Interpreter ; then he adds, That he wifhes that the An- 
cient Latin Tranflationaereed fo well with the Original Hebrew, 
that it might be prefervM without alteration ; Optarim eamver- 
fionern qua in ufit eft EccUfu Latin*, ficejfe Hebraic* veritati con- 
formm, ut integra rctineri queat. Laftly, He adds in the fame 
Preface, That every one ought to have the liberty of choofing 
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the Sence which he thinks is befc , and it would be folly, accord- . 
the sence wnw one refolutely to affirm, that he has 

laf en the Author. Haud immcrito, fays he, ar- 

^ratlrAmufii^ ^odum temerarium efc in Expo fit, one Scripts 
ZZ i lrtMdint mentis ejus qui fcripfit permauter con. 

"The Method which he has obferv'd in his Commentary is pret- 
t^vaft Heatfirft fets down the different Tranftationsof the 
AncientGreek and Latin Interpreters, with which he fometimes 

then he literally Expounds the words 
$h Text? and adds fome Moral Reflections. We may fay, 
that this Author truly underftood how to Explain the Scripture, 
but Thas not had all the neceflary helps* therein, becaufe he 
was neither SkillM in the ftudy of Tonguesor Cnucifm : He 
famines however without prejudice the Ancient Greek and La- 
dn T?annations, and he very well underftood that the Points 
which ar at prefent in the Hebrew Text, were not m St. Ws 
o -ihe llTJLis time. Buthe underftoodnot howthe Arabick £mm. „ 
Trannauon If the Pfalms had been made although he quotes it V> 3* i°- 
Jerv often* He wonders why the Arabick TranQator. agrees 
^rZ%ptu*fim, and the reafon why he wonders, isbecaufe™^ 
S?AS^toM Wkmto the Greek-, butonthe contrary ' 
romVs S the Hebrew. He underftood not that moft of the 
m n PTople followed the Septmgim Tranflation, and that the 
Hebrev^ was hardly any where 'underftood but mthe JewilhSy- 

m SesMercer M ^ 

br S ftipatP^, is oneof the moft Learned and Ju- 
aicious Interpreters of the Scripture, amongft thofe of the Re- 
flrSed Rel lion, and he had yet been more to be commended, 
£ j Srfrken theRelieion of his Fathers to follow CaU 

^2?h3 underftood both Greek and He- 
T % o^H ronld vervwe l read the Rabbins Books. Thus his 

Sick in? than the Method which other Authors before him 
? He e^voured wholly to find out the Literal Sence of. 
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yet he might oftner have done. He has alfo confuted the He- 
• brew Manufcript Copies , of the Bible in the King's Library. 
In a word, he had all the qualities requifite for a Learned Inter- 
preter of the Scripture, and be would without doubt have bet- 
ter fucceeded , had he not followed the Novelties of his time. 
His belt Commentaries are thofe on .the Book Of Job, Ecclefia- 
Proverbs, aadCanticles. As thefe Books were Compofed in 
Verfe, and in a very curt ftyle, it is very hard to find out the 
true Sence without perfectly underltanding Hebrew, and having 
a fearching head. Now Mercertu wanted neither the one or 
the other, and he throughly examines all the Difficulties that he 
inlets with. As for his Commentaries upon Genefo , there is a 
great deal of Jewifli Learning in them \ but they are not through- 
ly. Corrected.' Beza who Pr inted all the Commentaries of this 
Author coufd not leave out the trifling part , efpecially of the 
latter, which are not fo Correct as the former. Cornelius 'Ber- 
tram-, who was fellow Collegian with Bez.a at Geneva, and who 
underftood the Hebrew- Tongue, has took the pains of Publi/hing 
them pretty exact, although there are fome faults though but 
fuv. 

Lkd. Vivis The Critical Remarks which Ludovicu* Vives publifli'd,under the 
in Anira- Title of Animadverfioncs in Veterk Teftamenti libros omnes belong 

v«* t a on *y t0 *" omc P a ^ a S es °f tne Bible which he has pickt out ? and pre- 
■ tended to have illuftrated anew, and as he would be Critical up- 
on the Explanation of other Men, he fometimcs runs upon the 
leaft Niceties of Grammar, and mews in his new Interpretation 
more fubtility than folidity. He fometimes goes to the Tongues 
that are near the Hebrew, for to find out the proper fignification 
of the Hebrew words. When he undertook the making thefe 
Critical Obfervations on the Bible* he thought to render the 
new Flemifli Tranflation of the whole Scripture, which was to be 
made by the Order of the Synod of Dort t more Correct. He 
however fometimes fails off" from his main defign , in giving in 
his Obfervations, feveral things which purely belong to Scholar- 
fhip, and has no relation to Criticifm. As in the firft words of 
his Obfervation , where he takes notice that according to the 
Cabal called Gematrie by the firft ■ words of Genejis, the World 
is proved to have been Created in the beginning of the year, that 
is to fay, in the Month of September ; Then he adds, That ac- 
cording to another Cabal called Temnra , or Tranfpofition of 

Letters, 
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Letters, we find that the World was Created the Firft day of 
September. But this Obfervation and feveral of this Nature,whicn 
the Author has inferted into his Work, are of no ufe for the Ex- 
plaining the Literal Sence, and the making a good Tranflation 
of the Bible. He fets down other Jewifli Dreams m his Obfer- 
* vations,as when with the Tafomdift Dolors he puts this Qi^ftion 
upon thefe words of the fame Chapter of Genefu, And God ere- GW-i 
atcd Man ; why God created but one Man in the World, to which 
heanfwers with the Talmud, that God created but one Man to 
fliewus, that if any one deftroys only one lfraelite> it is the lame 
as if he deftroyed the whole World and on the contrary, if 
he preferves him , he does the fame as if he had preferv d the 
whole world. Thefe fort of Reflections ought not to have been 
in a Work fo abridg'd as this is,but it almoft always happens that 
Perfons who have any fort of Learning , fill their Books there-: 
with, without confidering whether that fort of Learning is to the 
purpofe. To conclude, thefe Notes of Ludwictu Vives may be 
of great ufe to thofe who ftudy the Grammatical Sence of the 
Scripture, wherein he chiefly excels, although he fometimes 
mows too much fubtility ; It is certain there is nothing can be of 
greater life for the underltanding the Scripture than thefe fort ot 
Critical Obfervations, which regard only the proper Significa- 
tion of the words, and the Literal Senfe of the Text, but it 
would have been well if the Authors of thefe Remarks had put in 
nothing fuperfluous, and had not hunted after Niceties. For the 
better Underltanding of thefe Authors,* is fit that we mould here 
give a Catalogs of them , as is found m the Books which the 
\ m m have Printed upon the whole Scripture, intituled, Crtucv 
Safri. We (hall at the fame time make Tome Critical Obferva- 
tions upon each Author that we may not only underftand their 
Names, but alfo their failures and perfections. 

i 
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CHAP. XV. 

A Cr'tticifm upon two famous ColhB'tons of the Scrip- 
ture made by Englifli Wrote flams. 

THe£»g/»J&.Pr,oteftants after having Publilhed the Hebrew 
Text or' the Bible with a great many Tranflations thereof 
into the Oriental Tongues, and joining therewith the La- 
tin Interpretation of each Tranflation, made a Collection of the 
belt Obfervations they could find about the Scripture. The firft 
Workis call'dy The Polygon 'Bible ^ becaufe it contains the Bible 
ihfeveral Languages. The fecondis call'd, Critic* Sacri - 7 for- 
afmuch as the Authors they have there inferted, fpend not their 
time in making long Commentaries, but in Explaining of the 
Text according to the Ancient CriticKs and Grammarians Me- 
thod. We can no ways methinks. better judge of this Col- 
lection, than by particularly examining of each Author, and ob- 
fcving both his failures and perfections* 
Sthift. JSebaftian Mwfrer is the firft ot all thefe Criticks \ and as we 
Miuiji. have'already fpoke of his Tranflation , we (hall Treat here only 
of his Remarks. No one can deny but that he underftood the 
Hebrew Tongue, and that he knew how to read the Jewifli Com- 
mentaries "v 4 but forafinuch asheconfulted only the Rabbins in his 
Obfervations, they are too full of Judajfm. For Example, {here 
Was no neceffity tor him to inlarge as he has , at the beginning, 
of his Notes, ujpon what lome Cabaliftiek Jews fay concerning 
the Seven things which were Created before the World. Theie 
are Dreams invented by the Rabbins who have Allegorical! y Ex- 
plained the Scripture. Criticks ought only to Explain the Lite- 
ral Sen ce of their Authors, and to avoid any thing which isbe- 
fide the purpofe. Mmftcr has not carefully enough endeavoured 
to take from the Rabbins only what might inftruct his Reader in 
the Literal Sence of the Bible : and befides when he gives the 
Literal Sence he almoft always follows the Rabbins whether it 
be in the proper Signification of the Hebrew words , or in their 
£tymologi^ which no more than thefe Rabbins ate infallible, 
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we ought not to give Credit to all the Grammatical Obferva- 
tions which MH»fierha& taken from their Books , becaufe they 
are often grounded only upon Conjeaures and Probability. He 
produces them however, as if they were without Queftion, and 
as if we were wholly aflur'd of the Signification of the Hebrew 
words. But this is rather a fault in the Hebrew Tongue which 
is uncertain, than in Mmfier, whofe chief defigninhis Obfer- 
vations was to give the Rabbins Literal Explanauons'in which he 
has well enough fucceeded. 

The fecond of thefe Criticks is Paulm PhagtM, who has not 
made Obfervations on the whole Bible, as Mmfterte*, but only 
on the Five Books of Mofes . And thefe Obfervations are made 
upon the Chaldean Paraphrafe of O^/oj, which he hasTranflated 
into Latin, and not upon the Hebrew Text; they however 
illuftrate the Text as well as the Paraphrafe. His Method is ac- 
cording to the Rules of Criticifm, becaufe he endeavours only to 
give the proper Signification of the Hebrew and Chaidee words, 
and to make us underftand the Literal Sence of Mofet. He en- 
larges more in his Notes than Mnnfitr does efpscially upon the 
four firft Chapters of Gemfts , which he has Explained by them- 
felves at large. He follows the fame Authors as 'Mmficr does, 
and ufually quotes none but the Rabbins, whom he has judicioufly 
enough chofen for the Explaining of the Literal Sence. He has 
better fucceeded than Munfter in feveral places where he feems 
to have a larger knowledge in the Hebrew Tongue. Thefe 
two Criticks however are alike faulty, becaufe they have obfer- 
ved the fame Method, and rely wholly on the Commentaries of 
the Rabbins, whence they have indeed taken fome things very 
ufeful relating to the Literal Sence of the Scripture} but they 
fometimes alio give us very ridiculous Etymologies from the 
Credit of thofe Rabbins, who are very liable to be de- 

ceiv'd. . . 

VAtMts<> or rather the Notes that go under his Name, are in r«f«W«. 
this Collection fetdown in the third place, thefe Notes are ve- 
ry Literal , and according to the Rules of Criticilm, and the 
Author endeavours chiefly to Explain the Difficulties of the Text, 
he ufually follows the Interpretation of the Rabbins, and princi- 
pally K.D.Kimhi. We may call his Obfervations thorough 
Commentaries upon the whole Text, becaufe there are very 
few places which he does not Explain cleerly, and without Di- 
* Ooo 2 greffion. 
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grefllon. He very often ftands upon things 'which are not very 
difficult, that he might be profitable to all his Readers in a 
word, this Collection of Notes upon the Scriptures which Robert 
Rob. Sttpb. Stephen has Printed under Eatables his Name, is very much 
efteemed, whether it be that they were really Fatableshk, or 
that they were Collected out of different Authors, which is 
more probable $ he has however fupprefled their Names, and 
amongft others Calvin\ from whom he has borrowed fomething 
in his Notes. 

SthnU. The Notes of SebattidnCaftalio, who is the fourth in this Col- 
t*p*L lection, are not; fo foil of Jfcwim Learning as other Criticks are, 
as he applyed Himfelf to Elegancy and the Reading Prophane Au- 
thors, he often mixes fomething of it in his Observations, which 
he does very agreeably, and without deviating too much from his 
Text. 

ifldotXUf. Ifidorm Ckritu, who is the flxth Critick, did hardly any thin* 
elfe but Copy Mmfierh Obfervations, where he has any Jewiih 
Learning. So that we may pafs over a great part of this Au- 
thor's Notes , there being no neceffity of repeating the fame 
things. This however is very ufual in this Collection of Criti- 
cifm, and in all others where Authors are fet down at large, 
whereas it would be much better to make Extracts of them> 
for avoiding the unneceflary Repetitions of the fame things. 

QritjlHs, Di'ii/tto who is the feventh Critick , ought in my Opinion to 
be preferred before all others j for beftdes that he was very 
Learned in the Hebrew Tongue, and that he knew how to con- 
fult the Jewiih Books, he had exactly read the Ancient Greek 
Tranflators, fo that he had form'd to himfelf a better Idea of 
the floly Tongue , than other Criticks , who had read only 
the Rabbins Books. He moreover had read the Works of 
St. Jerom^ and fome other Fathers, in a word, Drujim is 
themoft Learned and Judicious Critick in this Collection. 

Cretins* Grotw his Notes are likewife herein inferted , and as they 
are efteemed by the whole World we need not give a particular 
Commendation of them. I (hall only obferve, that he fome- 
times enlarges too much upon the Quotations of Poets, and a 
great many other Prophane Authors , where hefeems to ftiew 
himfelf rather a Learned Man , than a Judicious Critick : If he 
had avoided this fault, his Notes would have been much more 
ihort, and no lefs good. We ought chiefly to efteem them, 

becaufe 
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Book Ilk \^ lu yJ 

r u a r omnares the Ancient Greek Tranflators of the 
Bibk ■ Wi* and isnotprepoirefs'd in favour 
Bible Wltn inc ™ v, '.. howe ^ er fometimes the various 

eth the ?beft Explanation of the Text, we ought however to ob- 
r ^w Weoreiudic'dinfevourof the Armmwn and Sw- 
fcrve, ^iJ^f^^difc two Setts, to conclude, al- 
tCdi SS^wSSdSiS? becaufe he often in his Notes, 
nno tf PrSic Abhors, he however has fometimes very ex- 
SntSsiS thefe Cations, whereby we may dear fevml 
iS^n the Scrioture. I could only have wim't thatac- 
Difficult es in ■ g^^g^^ he had given the Teftimony 

IcSarwan^llluftration. For Example fg"™** 

Guufuyal 7^76^ f h had t0 fay U pon the 

Collection, tnerc » Printed the Hebrew Text 

jtftmsk$x and ""^ un :\5/nrk of Oriain , what was truly the 
«"S uilh '< ^ h Sd T* ffi^th'e Hebrew, and Jrom 
Sepimiats from ™^"^.°f h „ aufe it was not n the Hebrew. 
« U feemed to b defcto bee n it w ^ ^ g 

Pefides thefe little Critical ww™ wJi-Jkwhere ho en ar- 

g es a little too mum in giving ^ can onJ 

Urdly any Author more vers'd in the Scripture uuc,. 
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better underftood the Griticifm of the Bible, than he , as we 
may eafily judge by reading the Learned Prefaces before his 
Work. 

adieus. The Commentary of Codurcus upon Job is alfo placed among 
thefe Criticks. In effect he is very Literal,and is principally taken 
up in the Interpretation of hard words, which he Explains ac- 
cording to the Rules of Grammar, he often quotes the Chaldean 
Paraphrafer on this Book $ which is an impertinent Author, and 
full of pleafant Stories, which can pleafe only fome fuperftitious 
Jews. Codurcus falls often upon little trifles, which is ufual with 
Grammarians, and'he fpends many words to no purpofe in giv- 
ing the Meafureof the Verfes which he with St. Jcrom affirms 
this Book is Compofed in, fuppofing them to be Hexamiters, but 
we are wholly ignorant of the meafure of thofe Ancient Verfes. 
They have nothing common with the Greek or Latin Poetry, or 
with the new Poetry which the Jews have borrowed from the 
Arabians. 

Rodoipb. There is alfo in this Collection the Commentary of Rodohhm 

Bain, &*w,upon the Proverbs otSolomon, this Author who was an Eng- 
lilbman, and the King's Hebrew Profeflbr at Paris, enlarges upon 
the Literal Sence. He fometimes follows the Jewi/h Interpreters, 
and his chief Author is Aben £/r*,whom he often quotes,although 
there is not much Jewifli Learning in his Work. To conclude, 
he Explains his Text very clearly, and always joyns with the Vul- 
gar another Tranflation made from the Hebrew. 

It would have been well had there been in this Collection ih- 
tire Commentaries upon all the Prophecies , which feem not to 
. be fufficiently illuftrated barely by Critical Remarks. There is 

Torims. o n iy added to thefe Criticks, the Commentary of Fvrtrim up- 
on Jfaiah, and Liveleiw\ upon the five firft little Prophets. 
FQreriuswasaPmujrHefc, and we may fee in his Work that he 
underftood the Scripture ftyle, he fometimes runs upon the Mo- 
ral Sence j but as he hardly deviates from hisSubjedr, that on- 

Livtltiks. lyferves the better to illuftrate the Literal one : Liveleins his 
Commentary upon the five firft little Prophets is alfo very Lite- 
ral, and we ought rather to call it Observations than a Com- 
mentary. He has endeavoured to appear Learned when there 
was no need for it ; which is fitter for a Rhetorician than a 
^ntick, who ought to Explain in fhort the Scripture Text, 
without adorning his Difcourfe with unnecelTary Authorities. 
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He ought alfo methinks to have fet down that Tranflation/of the 
Text which he thought was belt, and not to fpend time in giving 
other Interpreters Tranflations, with defign wholly to lay them 
afide. It is however very necefiary to examin the Ancient Tran- 
flations, and compare them with the Modern ones, but it is very 
unnecelTary in bare Obfervations upon the Scripture to make a 
Criticifm upon the Tranflation of Pagnin, Caftalio, Tremellms, 
and fome other Modern Interpreters. It is fufficient for us 
onely to have confulted thefe Modern Tfanflators without quo- 
ting them, and barely faying we do not approve of them. To 
conclude, we may in general fay of this great Col leftion of the 
Scripture, that there are many things that might have been left 
out, as alfo many things might have been inferted. There are 
in the two laft Volumes feveral excellent Works which may be of 
life for the Hluftrating fome difficulties of the Scripture, but they 
are not all equally good, and there are fome the Extracts of 
which had been fufficient. 

As there were feveral Repetitions in this Collection of Cri- 
ticks in England^ and that there were many places that were not 
ExplaihM, an Englifh Author took the pains to Abridge the 
Nine Volumes of the Criticks, and to leave out whatfeem'dto 
be fuperfluous, and to fupply at the fame time the defects by 
other Books. This Method is certainly the belt, becaufe nothing 
is fet down but what is necefiary, and one has the liberty of lea- 
vine out what one thinks fit. Butitishard to find Perfons ca- 
pable for the accomplifliing fo great a defign, and who have 
ludement enough to choofe onely what is belt in all Authors. 
' aSwPooI, who Printed this laft Colledion call'd Symtfs Jgr*» 
Criticorum, has made indeed a good Collection of the Authors r • 
which he has Added, befides thofe which were m the Criticks 
which he AbridgM, but he confider'd not that he undertook a 
Work above him. He feems to have done well m not following 
Father De la Hayeks Method of ^Collecting the different Tranfla- 
tions of the Bible in his great Work but he perceiv'd not that 
he committed greater faults himfelf by giving thefe fame diffe- 
rent Tranflations of the Bible, as they are in the Latin Tranfla- 
tions, without confuting that molt of the varieties which he fets. 
down under the fpecious title of the Hebrew Text, Samaritan, 
Chaldean, Syriack^ and Arabic^, were invented onely by him 
who underftood not any of thefe Tongues. . . Th t 
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That we may then; the better judge of Matthew /Wsunder- 
ftanding, who mad* the CoJteftion: we are now /peaking of, wc 
mav obferve tliat'he thought for the farther clearing of the Scrip- 
ture Text, it was neceffary to fet down the chief Tranflations 
of the Bible, Finding Father T>e U had very confufedly in- 
ferted them in his Colleton, he has wholly chang d his Method, 
and (to ufe.his own Expreflion) he has begun all thmgs anew, 
and confulted all -things in their. Originals themfelves. There 
is no one but would think that one who promifes fo great an 
exa&nefs, had read both the femjh and S*«rf«f*» Hebrew Text, 
the Samaritan, Chaldee, Syriack, and the other Tranflations in 
their own proper Tongues, for the pub lifting of an Exaft and 
Perfedt Work. He however underftands by the Originals, which 
he had confulted, nothing elfe but the Latin Tranflations both 
of thefe Texts and Tranflations, which makes his Work to be 
full of Errors, which are impoflible to be Corrected, but by be- 
ginning all things again. 

He underftood not that what he often calls r various Interpre- 
tation was grounded onely upon the Latin Tranflation, and not 
upon the Original Text, or Tranflations from that Text. He 
fays for Example in feveral places, That it was otherwife. in the 
Samaritan than in the Hebrew, and yet it is certaur that the 
Hebrew and Samaritan are in thofe places the fame. But what 
made him miftake is, that as moft of the Hebrewwords are Equi- 
vocal, andhave feveral unifications, the Latin Tranflators have 
made ufe of different words in their Tranflatidns. Matthew Pool 
whoconfiderMiflotithis, has made more Variations than he need. 
Thefamc may be faid of the Samaritan, Chaldee, Syriack and 
Arabick TranHations, which differ not fo often from the Hebrew 
Text, .as this Author pretends they do. It isfufTicientfor me to 
have took notice in general of this fault, which he very oiten 

commits, without; producing any Examples, 
- Asfo'l his manner of Colleaing the various Expofitions oi the 

Teott,;itis aiittle intticate, and the Reader mult ftudy a great 
while, to make a clear fenfe of moft of the Difficulties he there 
meets with. So many different Interpretations of each word, 
which are for the moft part Abridg'd, breed a great deal ojCon- 
fufion, and one has a great deal to do to joyn the words together 
when thfeu are fodiftant one from another, and exp am d fo ma- 
ny feveral ways. Befides, the, Author ufually onely givmg tne 
J . 1 various 
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various Expofitions without judging which are the beft, uoes pot 
fSntlv inftrudl the Reader, who has much ado to determine, 
efSv when he finds no Reafons why he mould be of one Opi- 
nSnrK than another. Towhichwe mayadd, that there 
"rein this Abridgement fome frivolous Repetitions. Thoenerf 
not have been fo many Authors fet down, and the.rSence might 
have been exprefs'd more neatly, and in fewer words. In a 
word, the Method of this Abridgement j s intricate, and it re- 
quires a great deal of time to unravel all the different Sences, 
which have hardly any Relation one to the other. If any one con- 
fiders but never lb littlehow this firft word of Gemfis r , inFnm- 
iiofsExpIain'd in this Abridgement, I am perfwadedhe will agree 
to what I have already faid. , e < „ . 

What is moft commendable in this Abridgement of the Cn- 
ticks, is the Author's great pains, who has carefully gathei ; d to- 
gether what was fcatterM up and down » 
plac'd it in its proper place, abridging of it ^ * e ■ 
conveniency. We find for Example many placesof the^enpture 
ExplainM by Bochartns in his Bookintituied J>h*Ug r and ir t ano- 
ther of his Books upon the Animals r mentionM in theBibk, 
without taking the pains to turn over f«ch great Volumes The 
difficulties in 6 Chronology J>y th^^^je 

there abridfi'd; fo that moft of the hard places of the Scripture , 
u Don which whole Volumes have been ComposM, are well 
clou eh ExplaTnM in this Work , becaufe the Audi* has. ttok 
3?$i3X what he could find m : ?«^\l^a 
culties, and to infert Extrads thereof in his CoUe«aion. It wotild 
for Eramnle have been to no purpofe to have Reprinted the 
TriS 

m^toSfeTJ^tirei are full of Obfervations, which are of n0 
ufei i 1 StoSft of the Scripture, and therefore ft was 

convenient for the illuftratmg of the Bible. 
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CH A P. XVI. 

Of the Socinians. Their my of Explaining the Scrip- 
ture. Several fyfleBions upon their Method. 



T 



»Here is no Religion which is not; at leaft in appearance, 
grounded upon the pure Word of God. Upon this Foun- 
dation all the new Herefies are grounded, and it is ft range 
that all the Patriarchs. of thefe new Sefts agree in their Principle, 
and yet draw fuch different Conclufions from the fame Principle. 
Socinians, The Sociniant agree with the Proteftants, Whether Lutherans, 
Zuinglians, Or Calvinisms , that the Holy Scripture is the only 
true Principle of Religion, and that we ought tofearch for it 
only ititHe Old and New Teftament, and that there is no need 
of having recourfe either to Tradition or the Fathers. But 
when' any Fundamental Point in Religion comes to be decided 
by this JPrlnciple, the latter are as rhuch wide from the former, 
a* Heaven from Earth. Which is a certain fign that the Prmct* 
pie ttey make life of, is not fufficient for the deciding of the 
differences which daily arife about Matters of Religion, and 
ttyMp* $}at we ought ivitfy the Cathplicks to have recourfe to 

:yv)ft^ his Reformation at Ge- 

)iiva (which' was in the year 1535.) Mcbael Servetm a Spaniard 
h&Ueviv'dthe Herefieof the Ancient Anti-Trinitarians, which 

uhin. C4wfo vigoroufly oppps'd both by Writing, and Viva voce that 
Stmt** was at laft Condemn'd to be Burnt by the Magiftratcs of 
Geneva. This however ftop'd not the courfe of Servetush Herc- 
fie^for Lxlius Socinut an Italian carried it yet on. As he very well 

socin. underftood both Greek and Hebrew, and was of an upright Con- 
vention, hecafily contracted FricncUhip with the raoft Learned 
Proteftants of his time, and efpecially with Philip Mehmbton, 
Calvin, Brent ins, Bullinger, Zancbins, and Peter Martyr. And by 
this means he underftood both by Travelling and by way of Let- 
ter, the Capacity of thefe new Reformers. Wherefore he took 
the liberty of eftablifhing a new Sy ftem of Religion, without dc- 

ferting 
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frrrinr of their Principlfe. He was of Opinion , that when they 
SSZ they were poflefsSi with moftof the pre- 
See of the CatholickRellgion. He wentthen to the very rife 
SETS the end he might come nigher the Jem, ^whom 
the ChriftiansborrowM their Religion, and not particularly to 
relate the Articles of his Reformation, he at once exploded the 
Mvfteries of the Trinity, the Incarnation, Original Sin, and 
Grace. In a word, he revivM Photiniamfm , Pclagiamjm, 
and feveral other ancient Herefies. In a word , he thought 
that Men were the Authors both of the Faith , and all thefe 
Myfteries as they were ExplainM either by Gatholicks orPro- 

U ThisArch Heretick died at Znricb in the Wng 
only 37 yearsold. Fanfius Soanns his Nephew, who inhcntedbotTi 
his Uncles Books and Doctrine, Printed m the year 1570. a lit- 
tle Treatife concerning the Authority of the Scripture m /M&m, 
which was after in theyear 1588. Tranftated and ^nttd^ 
the Name of the Reverend Father Dommck Lopez, of the Society 
of Jefus. He in this Treatife defends the Authority of the Old 
and New Teftament-, or rather he only proves the Authority^ 
theNew, whence he concludes, that we ought to receive the 
Books of the Old Teftament as Divine, becaufe our Saviour has 
authoriz'd them in the New Teftament. ™% S ™"»'J™- 
monly believe that the Books ofthe ^^9^ rQ ^^ n JZ 

although; many faults have ^m*f 
length of time, and the negligence of Tranftnbers. Wh*tfore 
in ll their Difputes they have recourfe to the Rules of Cri- 
iicifm and they confute the various Readings, making ufe of 

th tSfe is *mi coni^d m the IBodte of the New 
Teftameht ,.tt4-ftudied thofe Books » much mode than thofe 
of thTSld TeSment. One of their ordinary proofs for the 
authorixiiR of the Law of Mojhs, and die other Books of the 
Old Salient is, that our Saviour receiv'd then and by rcr 
SrW^5^ ^«toAuite^-. i have found uoAu-. 

eS S™2 *» made%ort Obfervations , mdnmn^ 
Elfins v%S? tiioft places which- he thinks want Illuftra- 

£lon - ' Ppp 2 There 
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There is plac'd before this work a little Difcourfe for the 
more eafic underftanding of the Scripture, the Rules whereof 
may be equally ufeful both to Catholicks and Proteftants. And 
as the Soeinians rely wholly upon their Reafon, and not at all 
upon the Authority of the Ancients, they have added this Rule ^ 
Nullam imerpretationem S. Scriptur* admttendameffe , qua vel cm 
fanaratione, vel fibihft, wl evident i fenfuunie xternor urn experien- 
tU repttwt. In a word in the Explaining ot the Scripture , they 
make ufe both of their Senfe, and Reafon. Wherein they dif- 
aereewith Defcanesh Principles in his Metaphyfical Meditations, 
which they wholly rejeft,affirming that the Exterior Senfes are in 
their way infallible. . . 

cumrta Cttpperus Brammh Nephew who was of the fame Opinion with 
«/v.tv«k his Uncle, lays down this Principle, That there is nothing in the 
Tbiol9gi<9 scripture contrary to Reafon, Experience, Mathematical Demon- 
volith* ^rations, and Natural Light. He moreover affirms, That the 
Scripture is obfcure, but in very few places but his Book fhows 
that he Studied more Philofophy than Divinity. He befidcs adds, 
That the Knowledge of the Hebrew Tongue is not at prefent 
neceflary, becaufe the New Teftament which is the Rule of our 
Religion is writin Greek \ but he confiders not that the New Te- 
ftament is writ in Synagogue Greek , which cannot be throughly 
underftood withoMt underftanding either Hebrew or Syriack. 

This fame Sccinim Author quotes Voffm toprove the little 
neceflky there is for the Hebrew, becaufe fays he, the Books of 
the Old Teftament have been Tranflated into Greek*: But as. we 
have already obferv'd, it is almoft impoflible to underftand this 
Synagogue Greek, or the other Jewilh Tranflations , without 
tJiehelp of the Hebrew Tongue. This .Socinian has gone the 
neareftway to work to fliow that the Scripture (upon which 
enly he grounds his Religion>is clears and confequently isa 
good Principle. In which he is miftaken as well as all the Prote- 
ftants, and if we but never fo lktle confider the Criticifin upon 
the Hebrew Text and the Tranflations, we mail cafity be per- 
vaded to the contrary. J .. M * 
tmer. lb. - To conclude^ enferm affirms,That every one is Judge lttMat* 
l*Xp.»72. tersof Faith,becauie according to -St. JW,every onejnuft gwean 
account of his aftions to Gotland ashe dehys all Authority in Di* 
H»Wf!i 7 3 vinity as well as in Philofophy , he affirms , That we ought to 
have. jk> other Rule of our Faith but the places of the Scripture* 

which 
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a* that of the ^tt'^p^S their Divinity 

the Hebrew Text. » W^m* becaufe it is grounded as 
(lantsdo, that their Faith ij of ^ ^cauie g 

much upon the f^^^^A^noinore Divine fince it 
mav eafily be anfwer'd that their taitn is no ^ c cr ir,ture, 

grounded only upon Co*«^^«affi 
which confcquentW OpTnion* ri L they who 

favouring the P««^«» °[ "ly up ™ the Authority of 
for a Principle that we ough :M : to rely ^ q{ ^ 

others in ^J^^fSS^to^^Op^ 
Scripture : and yet where "J enoow 

he maintains them more by ^^^JaL^ whcrcShe 
thefe firft words of ^ s \^^T^ t makes ufe of the Au- 
Hebrew has Elohm, God s in the Ftarai, ne f thofe of 

thcrities of C*fi-> ^S^JS^^mA'^ the fame 
Zurich, Atxtvfi and ^^^J^^^^ is not denoted 
with the Singular, fo that by tins way o^kmg, 1 

the Myftery rf .^^ ty ^g^Sonf which favour his 
places, where chooses ^ne miw U l _ . f he scripture, 
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To proceed, the Socimans follow Lnther's Method in Expound! 
ing of the Scriptures, in, that they affirm that the Old Teftament 
ought to be Expounded with relation to the New, and therefore 
the Rabbins Books who underftood not this, are of no life and 
yet there is no Se& comes nigher Judaifm than the Socimans. 
cupper. Cupperw moreover affirms in his anfwer to Spinoff that there is 
in Trail, noabfolutc Neceffity for our underftanding of the Old Tefta- 
'rbniag. rncnt, and confequently we need not fpend time in clearing of 
*' the Equivocal words, which we fay the Hebrew is full of. The 
Socimans ftudied but little the Old Teftament, being psrfwaded 
that Chriftianity was only to be found in the New. Wherefore 
we lhall Treat more particularly in the Second Part of this 
Work, of the Socimans way of Expounding the Scripture. I 
mail however fay fomething here of their way Of Interpreting the 
Old Teftamentj that we may the better underftand the Subtilties 
of thelenewHereticks. 

As the Socimans utterly deftroy the Proteftants Innovations by 
making ufe of the fame Principle, thefe latter have been oblig'd 
ftrenuoufly tooppofethem both in their Schools and Writings, 
which they have Publifli'd againft this new Dodrine. There 
have however been very few Proteftant Divines who have fuffi- 
ciently anfwerM the Socimans , who affirm that there can be no 
medium held betwixt their Religion, and the Hgntan Catholic^ 
for if we taKe the Scripture,. Reafon, and Experience for our 
Rule, we muft, fay they, be of their Opinion,whereas if we follow 
the prejudices of Tradition, we muftrof neceffity joyn with the 
Roman Cathotickf ^ in a word the Proteftants in their Difputes 
againft the Socimans, have much ado to forbear the making ufe 
of the Authority of the Ancient Fathers of the Church; where- 
fore the Socimans have reafon to blame them for not ftanding to 
fflm their Principle. Jbjhtts De la Place , Minifter of the ReformM 
met. Religion at Saumur, has anfwer'd the Socinians the belt without 
running from the Opinion which is common to both thofe Reli- 
gions. Wherefore I lhall fet down here fome Paflages of the Old 
Teftament, as they have been Explain'd by thefe two Authors, 
to the end we may the better judge of Socimts and his followers 
Method in Explaining of the Old Teftament. 
ctlvin. Calvin had heretofore prov'd the Divinity of the Son ont of 
feveral places of the Old Teftament, which were apply'd to our 
Saviour in the New, which feem'd plainly to prove that he was 

really 
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® °n°r.A fince the fame places which plainly denote the Diyi- 
r eallv G ^^ 0 f f Teftament, are in the fame nature apply'd to him 
nity m the OW l f K °™™ 1 » and tncy 0 f his Sed, found ways 
in the New . SM ^J^^'TJ&lgto the r prejudices. M** 

jojbHa f 5 patriarch, as alfo the Divinity of the Word, r & 

the Opinions otiij^amartn, 110 other Rule for their DiC- ira.nfl. 

acknowledging with the "° f ^ Traditi on. wit. Ar- 

^ Q rfC^t£o£ntf° which the Prophet affirms he had ^ 6t 
Glory of God is ipoiw » ■*» » of God , the Glory of ; 

feen. V^^SS^^^^^^ 

our Saviour \ , and therelore ^oruing i i 

plain the ^^g^T^S^t feems 

clearly Exp^ 1 in the ^ je u y ^ 
here to be fpoke of, wl» wreau £ V H ffi lhat we 

diatcly ^*2^&fasE^ asif they were within 
may there is no neceffity for our apply- 

twoParenthefis,and tnereiorcu odon ly, whom the 

Prophet;/4/^fpeaksor. than thefe Pronouns Rela- 

ting more ^^^^^ t0 whora the * 
tives,which To : the ™ afterwards fpeaks of fome 

and he gvwfiw ™mPj lament whic h favour his Opinion, 

Was oblig'd to anfwer 5 a p arw rt 
fays then m the ^ P^ e ; Ji^lXtions , and that the words 
either in the Text °' £ ^ 

oftheText require none , . a «^ r ™^ sftvefa i other Reafon* t 
to follow the moft ^Copies and h |.v , ^ ^ ^ 
But this Method ^ftcrjU ^ng ™ * d hcirFaithi n ot being 
fide, the Principle on which they g i« u f inion that we 
fo clear as in thefe occafions i „ ^reqm d, an . ot op De- 
ought neither to vdj *V™J ^ 0 ^ othcr Pri nc»ple,which 

SwSn« 
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dkion was in the Church before there was any Scripture, and 
would ftill be prefervM if there were no Book of Scripture. 
In effect the more underftanding we grow in Criticifm, the more 
we mould correct Religion in following of Scw'wa's and BeU 
Place's Principle. 

It is certain that the Authors of the New Teltament writ at 
firft without either Points or Comma's, or any other Diftin- 
aion } and therefore Socinm might put them as bethought fit to 
make the belt Sence. It is moreover certain , that there is no- 
thing more intricate in the Scripture fchan the Pronouns j and 
therefore Socinm feems to have done well in obferving that the 
fence of the Scripture is very often dubious upon this account. 
What La Place urges againft him is only proba&le, being ground- 
ed upon Confequences which are indeed drawn from the Scrip- 
ture, which in it felfisan infallible PriHiplej but we do not 
certainly find that the Confequences agree with the Principle 
from whence they are drawn. The Sociniam and Proteftants 
however have no other way of Expounding the Scripture but 
this, and they urge againft the Catholicks that their Re- 
ligion being grounded partly upon Tradition, cannot be 
Divine. 

If we would take the pains to run over the other paflages of the 
Scripture quoted by la Place to prove the Divinity of the Son of 
God, with the Sociniam Anfwers, we fliould find them to be only 
nice Criticks, efpecially the Sociniam who affirm , that the Pro- 
teftants retain moft of the prejudices of the Catholicks, and that 
. theirs was not a thorough Reformation. It is hard to refolve 
all the Sociniam Objections •, and to anfwer them according to 
their Principles, without underftanding very well both Greek and 
Hebrew, and being well vers'd in the Scripture Style. They take 
the liberty of reforming the Text of the Bible according to the 
Rules of Criticifm and thus they often make new Tranllations 
of the fame Text. Wherefore moft of the Difputes betwixt Jo- 
(hut Vela Place and the Sociniam confift only in Grammatical 
and Logical Obfervations. 

I confefs one ought to be very Learned in this fort of Criticifm 
for to underftand the Holy Scriptures •, but there can methinks be 
no certainty in a Religion which is grounded upon thefc.fort of 
Subtilties, The Proteftants and Sociniam however have no other 
Principle of their Religion than this*, and what is altogether 

ftrange 
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(tame is, that they both of them own the Scripts* to.be plain 
end eaf.e to be underftood. Wherein they mow that they fpeak 
only according to the Prejudices of their Religion, andwtac- 
cording to Truth, fince they cannot agree upon the Expofttoori 
of the chief places upon which they ground their helief^ But 
we have fpoke enough of the Sociniam Method in Explaining of 
the Srrinture. We IhallTreat more at large hereof in the Second 
Partof Cswctk; where welhall give a Critical Hiftory of the 
New Teftament. 



CHAP. XVH. 

Criticifm upon fome <Booh which are of ufe for the 
underftanding of the mble, and firft upon tkoj* 
made by Catholick Authors. 

TlEfides the Commentaries and Obfervations upon the Sttip- 
J3 ture, there have bee* other Txeatifcswnt vpen^e ' w 
S^T&fW both Learned, and well ^ «nthis> 
fort of Study : , w* fince their Works may be of nfo ■ foHfee un- 
SandhVgbf the Bible, I mail here fet down fome of the cm£ 
of them , ind give my Judgment thereupon , that; every one 
iS choice of tbife which netware the moft 
and at tfce fcme time know what each Author is excellent «, and 

^mJZ^anm\ before the great Bible of jfytwerp. WW*' 
fthe Trettifc which he has inferted ?nto this Preface vote 
%r«»few's Name , five de Arcani [ernw* wter^etatiom ; he has 
eSECm many oi theScripture words,, aitho not very fnftfe 
hX affeaela Method which agrees not with his 
he fets down many common things, which every one Knows. 
Ther^rTShermuch better Dictionaries of the Suture, and 
aJtho they were writ by Proteftants^, ^we ought not to negket 
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them* the little. Treatife concerning the Maflbret in the time 
Preface is alfo very uncorrect, and'the Author only fhows that 
Samilue-hQ under ftood not this Subject. The Book which B<:ch.irtHs 
char. Printed callM VhaUg, ought to be prefer'd before the Difcour- 
fes of Arias Montanus call'd Phaleg and Canaam , which are alfo 
in his Preface •, we may alfo elfewhere find better Treaties 
than his, concerning the weights and mcafures of the Bible. 
Laftly'r Many Authors have Treated better than he of 
Noah's Ark, the Priefts Garments, and the Chronology of 
the Scripture. 

Father vt . Father- Da la Haye has put at the beginning of his Collection , 
u'myt. CZ \M Biblia Maxima , many .Preliminary Queftions , which 
might be of ufe for the undemanding of the Criticifm of the 
Scripture, had the Author better underftood^ this Subject* but 
as he ufually very infiidicioufly Collects what he had obfervM out 
of others, and underftood not always the fence of his Authors, 
we ought to take care how we read his Work. 
stray. The Jefuits $erarius and ftonfrcriufs TrofegofftcifOi upon the 
Mifrtr. Bible arfr worth ih* Reading, f tiltho 'the y ate ]notf- fo perfect as 
could bedefir'd. they however undectyOod' the Subject they 
Treated of, and mow a great ' deal "of judgment throughout 
their Works , only they might have left out fome Superfluous 

Queftlons. ?' . Sri 

WeHarmiii and fevetal othe* Authors;, who in their Books<<*. 
Corittf©vferfie», ; haVe writ upon this Subject, would hayeifucceed- 
edibe^ef- had'tiie? hid: no one to oppofe ':• This tfBthOrjhow- 
c^lft 'Ms* Tfeatffe t>e verbo Dei, ufiially follows the moft Mo- 
derattfOpinions, becaufe he keeps clofe to the»M&tter he Treats 
of;: ^whereas feveratother Divines who have'wric Books ot Con- 
tfrovetfies y thought they did better in being of as^on'tfcufy Opi- 
nion to their Adverfaries as- they could , •tyktfofltferKWfflfr exa- 
mining the truth of the Matter in > QMltoi .-BMrmM 

Mi r.a. therefore has done the Jem Jultice in not aec\ifing them of de- 
fignedly corrupting of the Holy Scriptures v but on the other 
fide acknowledging that there are many faults crept m either 
through the Negligence of Tranfcribers, or tTiroiigh the 
late' Invention of Vowel Points which have been- added to the 

M<t, c. 6. Hebrew Text. He is alfo of a contrary Opinion tothofe who 
believe that the Greek Sew«<w;i»f Tranflation which we have sc 
prcfent, has nothing in it o? the Ancient Sepnagint. As for 
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theVukar which was dcclarM Autherttick by the Council of iWic.io. 
he vlrv judicioviny anfwers Caking L th e other He- 
who it this reafon Condemn'^ the Fathers of that 
gaXhat Council medled not with the Originals which 
■SSSftfS? fame Authority as they were before •, but that the 
Sch^whocould not endure any Innovation, had only orderM 
S F the Ancient-Latin. Trannatjon'of the Bible ftiou d benre- 
■^dS^^'M«lciii ones. Befides, he very well confutes 
tbeOficSionspf Cabvm Ke»Mxui, ,and foraq Other Proteftants, 
•^©Xir IffSrancc and their unjuft heats againft the 

^Sevcr^ this SubjedUgainft » 

^XSovcr Were moderate enough, ^«.the]rfiit 
SmkM^, awl Treated more largely than he had 
^^S'^^uitti^craccra theSgnptutC .This 

Learned buthe has not UnkM 
■wrPrincSS ^clofcly enough together , which ought to be,ob- 
"bS 

W Reliftion. What aocprrfingto my. opmioflis the ^moft wOrth 
SIS w hip whole Bookvis his.Critiqfm upon -Lm her '$ and 
readme m m> w .wherein he has fuc- 

1 1 - 1 S fbcenuouflv opposed St 4 7m>y*.newTranilation. 

Others v «h in thcop. 
W e JW • SSI m T Vamlations. of the Bible, he applies to 

TrTnflation it was notmethiuks judiciouuy done to make ufe of 
?S£ndM^s Arguments Againft the Authors of the 
& P ^rltSr Hrfiiwfffi' them down at .large, 

that St. Angvfii*. was of. 
■^A^^S ffllbiill not Hebrew., he anfwers, 

OA 9. 2 
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. to fay that the Event has fbown that St.Jerom Undertook his 
Tlranflation thro Divine Infpiration , whereas there is nothing 
but what is Humane in the Proteftants new Tran flattens. There 
are few Perfons of any Judgment > who think St.Jerom was re- 
ally a Prophet, anddire&edby the Spirit of God in the making 
of his mew Tranflation of 'the Bible , fince he did not think 
hrmfelf tbbeia Jhiophet. We may find feveral f^h Reafons as 
thefe in i&*w/tr's< Book , who is more Learned than Judicious. 
Which is ufiral with thofe who write Controverfie, becaufe they 
endeavour rather to anfwer their. Adverfary, than to fearch out 
the real Truth. 

Slxt.Sitn. The Boofc of S***«f'of Stoma, call'd The Holy Library, is of 
Holy Ub. greater lafe for the perfecting of us in the Study of the Holy 
Scriptures. Mis defign Was chiefly to make known the Authors 
of thefe Books , the ancient Tranflations and Commentaries ; and 
altho he underftood not throughly the Criticifm of the Scrip- 
ture, we may. fay there are few works upon this Subject which 
have fo much Sence and Learning as this has-, and he declares his 
Opinion very freely. He Treats firft of ail about the Authority 
of the Canonical Books, Which he ranks into two Clafles, , calling 
them Canonical^ 'the firft Claffis which were always acknow- 
ledge by the Church to be Divine, and calling the others Cano- 
nical of the fecond Claflis , becaufe their Authority was hereto- 
fore doubtedof, and they were only call'd Ecclefiaftical Books. 
He afterwards fteaks very Learnedly of the Authors of each par- 
ticular Bookiof'the Bible * but as he ufually follows the Opinion 
of the Fathers, and other Authors who' had writ before him' up- 
onthis Subject , he is not always herein exact. For Example $ 
He places the Book of EJrber amongft the Canonical Books of 
thefecond rank* becaufe fome Greek Fathers have obfeiv'd that 
there have been fbme Additions made to this Book 7 which were 
of no Authority ^ but he ought mcthifiks rather to have con- 
Ihlted the JewHh Canon and St. *}erm, than the Greek Fathers 
who Could fpeak only according to the Greek €opies,which differ 
much from the Original Hebrew and according to this Rule we 
ou#ittoput the Book of Efther amongft the Canonical Books of 
the firft rank, altho we neither know when, nor by whom it 

Lib!*. ' lft *he ftoondpartof his Work he reckons too many Books 
«#iilr. ofHdlfScripture, by reafon of fwne Names in the Bible, and 
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Book III. \ 
his Criticifm is notexact in many places** where he fpeaks of the 
^TS^ to De^st^reofagite, and of 204 Books which 
SkSLthe Sthor of. 'He has no ground for what he 
favs^nrhe tamt place of the Books of the Cabbal } the?ews had 
herein fo^x^ PkmCmit and F*m, who 

wo af l7b liev f d thefe hnpoftors occafionM many others to 
live Credit to the Books Uich they fet but under Efdrai s 
Slm^ hi which thev pretendtd were the moft fecret Myfterics 
Tffi£^^&Li ismore exaftin the Fourth Part 
o his Xk, .here he makes the Analyfis of the Fat ers and 

wffi draw »3ffe V whereforel 

Sons upon the laft part thereof, where he Treats of the Tran 
"Ssafidffc Tranllations of the Bible, becaufe 

an lffoTthe Tranllations of the Scripture, he firft. fets down 

call exact, b y" hat £ e !^ difficulties, which are 

liatifl Tianflauon bdfore St. Jmm-h was hot k«. m ^ 
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finteSt. Jerom Correded a great many $ and that there are alfo 
faults in the present Vulgar, which have been obferv'd by Cajeun 
and Oleajtcrjmi Sixtus of Sienna underftood not throughly enough 
the Criticifm upon the Tranflations , for the forming of a right 
Judgment thereupon. 

Helaft of all concludes, That it is a piece of rafhnefs which 
none but Hcreticks can be guiltvof, to undertake the making 
of any hew Tranflations at prefent, under pretence thac there 
arefome little faults in the Vulgar. Temsrarium igiim eft, im 
plane huretiam propter leves quofdam defettftf qui in no(fra vitfeiu 
editione citra ullum fidei ac monim detrimentum reperimtur earn 
fpernere & abjicere, novafq; & profanas in locnm ejus Tranflatio- 
nes imroducere \ prafertim poft oecumenici Tridentini decretitm. But 
he need not have puhYd things fo far. The Author acknow- 
ledges that Cajetan, Forerius, and Oleafier , have very well Cor- 
rected fome places of St. Jeromh hew Tranflation , which is our 
prefent Vulgar , artd therefore we ought not according to his 
own Principle to condemn in general all the new Tranilruioiw 
of the Bible ; even fmce the Decree of the Council of Trent, 
which took not thereby away this liberty from Interpreters. If 
there be any thing ill in the Proteftant Tranflations we ought 
to condemn that, but we ought not for all that to lay them who- 
iy afide. The ancient Fathers heretofore colifulted the Greek 
Tranflations of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion , who were 
half Jews or Apoftats ; and therefore we at prefent have alfo 
the liberty of confuiting the new Tranflations of the Bible made 
by the Proteftants, when we think it neceflary. 

uoncdro. The Apology of Leon Caftro a Spamjh Dodor in defence of the 
ancient Tranflations of the Church againft the Modern ones, 
may alfo be of great ufe to Divines, and it would have been or 
greater, had not the Author of it inveigh'd fo highly againft the 
Rabbins. He has Explained his defignin fliort in the Title of 
the Book, which is Apologetic us pro Lettione Apoftdtca, & Evan- 

FJit. gdica pro Vdqata, S. Hieronymi ; pro Tranjlatione SeftHagtnta 

Salman, viroruni, proqfomni Ecclefiaftka Lettionc contra ear urn Objetlatores. 

1 Thisdefign was great and worthy a Spanijl) Divine but he has 
hardly any other witnefTes but the Fathers, who cannot be in- 
fallible in Matters of Criticifm. Wherefore moft of this Do- 
dor's Arguments fignifie nothing at all. We find indeed id bis 
Works a great many Teftimomes of the Fathers, but befides that 
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Book. Hi- k iz 7) 

x „ re nor fef down according to their true and proper Sence, 

th S em for the illuftrating of things 

H^^^vSS^^^ deOgnedly corrupted the He- rifci.ci. 

fcrewCo^ 

fnv tE out of the Greek Copies of the Septnagm, and 
" V c -SSL. brio* Uwn old, perceiv'd that the Jews had 
tl3t ;?ZZ chaLSSe Holy Text-, then he adds, That 
T^^yXriafoAl diredted'by the HolyGhoft, 
fer^voWinRS thofc places which had been corrupted by 

[he jK?Sd d« HebreW W ° rdS ' WlththC 

P °Hl S lreovef affirms , That St. Jerom exadly compar'd the***** 
T ^ST7X^^ ^ Hebrew Text of * is time the 

th 5 u ft w ^ for th Defence of the Tranflations autho- 
^S^mXSX the Je,s had corrupted 

th ^?Srt> DiVineis not fatbfyM with afcribing to St.^ 

T ?%nrks have been corrupted in- many places, where he , 

f »1 S^ S^^TLllatSoa v and that there have 
finds fault witn cneo w»»? condemns Mar 

Y n tto^t ^„ ^ y*. almoft none 
the antient .tawrpwm > by ^^^ffinditaod the , 

have done wen to i nave h reftridion ofMafius. hovtrf , ln . 

tohavefpokemorernodettlV foows more Judgment trod/ad 
Peter Lcp.cz., who was a ^*^Sh- hcbaS writ up&i the M s*r. 

fameSubjed, V be €ferM bcfore.all other Edi-^ ,. 

redion of the Vulgar ""g^a at the fame time fliows^^ 
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that it is impoftible to CorrecT: the Vulgar without underftand- 
ing of the Holy Languages. I cannot however believe what he 
fays in the beginning of his Work, where heobferves, that ha- 
ving beenorderM by the Soveraign Council of the Inquifition 
to read the Gcnfurcs of fevcral Books, he had plainly found that 
the Hereticks had corrupted the ancient Latin Interpreters 
Tranflation in many places. He may perhaps tiave miftaken the 
various readings, whereof there are a great many in the ancient 
Copies of the Vulgar, and efpecially in Spain, for Corruptions. 
Pttr. Lopt^ In his fecond Treatife , where he endeavours to reconcile the 
z^ 2 .C0»J*djn% ent Editions of the Bible with the Vulgar, heat hrftde- 
C crar \ Jit. fends tne Authorit y of tne Hebrew Text, and the Greek Septua- 
Hebr.& ' gint Tranflation, which he looks upon as Authentick, as well as 
Gr. stpt. the Vulgar. Inftead of condemning the Hebrew , and Septus 
umVulg. gi m t as feveral then did in Spain , the more to authorize the 
Vulgar, He affirms, That nothing authorizes more the Vulgar, 
than the preferving of the Authority of the Hebrew Text, and 
Septuagint Tranflation. To conclude , he does not fay that the 
Vulgar is fo CorrecT;, but that it has at prefent fome faults. Thus 
we fee how this Divine has maintain'd the Vulgar , without de- 
ftroying the Authority of the Original , or the ancient Greek 
Tranflation. # He has follow'd this way of Reconciliation for the 
agreeing of the different Opinions which were then in Spain, 
concerning the true Edition or the Bible, by reafon of the Decree 
of the Council of Trent arid things wentfo far , as he obferves, 
that feveral began to deny there was any true Bible, becaufe there 
were faults in all. 

6ulll. Lin- GuUlelmut LinAanm mows not fo much Judgment in his Trea- 
dan.de opt. tife concerning the true way of Tranflating, as this Spanijh Do- 
Gen, mtr- ctor, He is too vehement againft the Proteftants Modern Tran- 
prtt. Edit, flations, as if a Learned Proteftant who would deal clearly, could 
C J„' not Tranflate the Scripture as well as a Catholick. It is true, we 
id. u niay in fome meafure excufe his heats* againft the Proteftants, 
who accus'd either thro Ignorance or Malice the Fathers of the 
Council of Trent, as if their Decree concerning the Authority 
of the Vulgar had been injurious to Religion. He quotes in the 
fame place a Hebrew Copy , which he affirms to be about 850 
years old, for the authorizing of the Vulgar ; but he herein ftiows 
that he was not very underftanding in this Tongue. 



Akho 
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Altho Lindamu defends the Authority of the Vulgar, and pre- 
fers it before all the Editions of the Bible, he however takes no- 
tice of feveral faults therein-, andheaccufesnotonlytheTran- 
fcribers, but alfo the Latin Interpreter, who according to him 
cannot be reftor'd without the underftanding both of Greek and 
Hebrew: Wherein he Condemns the Divines of Paris and Lou* 
vain, who Corrected the Vulgar by the Latin Copies only, and 
to fliow that we cannot exaftly Correft the Latin Edition with- 
out having recourfe to the Original Hebrew, he fets down for 
Example, Chap. 3. Gen.V&(.i$. where he affirms, That we 
ought not to read -i/fa as we at prefent do, but ipfe, becaufe we 
ought to determine the variety of the Reading in the Latin 
Tranflation by the Original Hebrew, which in this plaae is 
very clear. 

The fame Author wasfo throughly perfwaded, that the Co- 
pies of the Vulgar which were read in his time was full of faults, 
thathePublifhMa New Edition of the Pfaltet, and he ObferVe* 
in the Tide of this Edition, that he had Cotre&ed this Boc* in 
above Six hundred places * and after having ExpUin'd the Method 
he obferv'd in this Correction, he adds, That he Ms not yet 
Corrected all the faults. He however prefers the Latin Tran- 
flation before the Original Hebrew at prefent. To condufc, u£T^ 
He car*d not much thohe multiply'd the various reading Af 
the Bible, becaufe h* was of this Opinion , that Whatever 
mifchance happened to the Holy Scriptures whether it 
was that they were Corrupted by Hereticks, or Wholly loft, 
Religion would always endure by the help of Tradition* 

I jam Levitt, at the feme time very Learnedly a*fw^X4»M<ffft> 
danm, alledgtog feveral Reafon* in defence of the AudMwity Jjgg^ 
of the Hebrew Text. Having been a Jm he retafnjd yet ^.cu* 
fometfling, of that great ?«al which the Jerts have tor the An . 
• Text of the Bible , not fiifltring: them to be accus'd of ha* 
ving Corrupted their Copies. He however affirms, That he 
has feen a Hebrew 'Copy of the Pfilms, where inPialMiz. 
Verfe 17. was Cork, as the Smuaglitt and St. Jam here- 
t&Sc read m tho fame jrface > fo that according to him th* 
ja> s about 600 year* ago chkttg*d this reading into Caw, 
which is the jjefent readmg, and was in the Mar#ii of tins- 
ancient Copy* 

Rrr The 
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The Divines who would be more throughly inftruded about 
the Authority of the Hebrew Text, and the two ancient Tranf- 
DfjMrn. lations receiv'd in the Church , ought to read peffeircsh Book 
unon this Subjed ? where he particularly examines the Autho- 
rity of thefe three Texts. Altho he Teems not to have throughly 
underftood the Oriental-Tongues, he has however Collected the 
belt he could find In other Authors, giving fometmies his own 
judgment very patly. 
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^ C H A P. ! XVlH. 

%fammt uponfome other Catbolkk Authors who have 
:mfo&tocife *** chiefly of Fa* 

i ... 

'Akdt, A Ltho Mafias has made no Criticifm upon the whole Bible h 
jfw. . /V he has however Explain'd many things which relate to the 
< Criticifm pf the ancient Greek Etftions-,, in the Prefaces 
to hislNotes, awl Commentary upon- the Hiltory of JMm 
He is not tif Opinion that Mof e s ComposM'tne Five Books ; or the 
Law asweat prefenthave them; and befides^he Eftablifhes, as- 
w6 h^e alreaSy obfcrv'd, thefe Scribes or Pubhck, Writers, who 
eolledted the arts of what pafs'd of moft Importance in the 
• , , Hebrew Commonwealth. As this .Author was very Lear ncdm 
Pwfer.. the Hebrew and Syriack TongUesV andr^ad ^ad the jev^im , 
c,m%H Books* in; their Original,- he throughly underftood the- Onticilm 

y M ».^r. 0f S^rLeamed JeTuit* has writ»Treatire-Mefen^ 
the Vulgar Edition ; where he Examines,: *^V™*^t 

W Latin interpreters Tranfldtion, Jtt^artht ^broj.TjV** 
.Gink S«U . and the <^^'Tianfl^^^«J^»»- 
• over in the lame Treatifcinfemimanryfeful ^^J*™ 
heveryjudiciouflyrcfolves, only heisfometimes^Aortupo^ 
his Subject and Examines not diligently enough Matters wjicn 
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BO °* K I .icr 0P lv Treated of. For Example, when he Chap... 
ought to ^ 2ffl f^ kr S e y t u^Holv Scriptures, after having ob- 
fpcaks of th; Authors of he Ho y * p ^ ^ rf 

: g£ ^iSSffy^ S ng clfe following herein what i 

IKhndolre^ Hebrew copies, he ch, P . 

When hb fpcaks of the 3*w anu i u 
fcems not tohavethrou^y .^^g^hS'he^S. Where- 
been able to read the Rabbins Books w g^- 1 ^ concerning - the 
. fore he is not altogcthci Corrupted theit 
Affairs of the wh ™ he n fX^ but what he . 

Copies of the Bible, having no other ^ roorcn ^ 

Woken frorr ithe fathers ^^XteW«any 
enquir'din * n ^°^^ againft the 

probability in the i«au>ns w m r l . CorrU p t ion ot the He- 
frw. Heafterwardsfpeaksof^ 

brew Text by the Kwg! g of the Sixth Century : but 
of them at 7)hr»«, in the b K e ^ mn 4° of , en faHs int0 Errors in 
a he underftood not th» Subjett r ^^1^^. That fine* 

(peaking of the S^toS^^ 0 ^^" 
tnis/fltmb^ 

tbem againff « 
Significations of the ' St. Jerem y or the 

ought not herein to rely » v "tber upon j b concerning the 
linl I^^^^TwS^i becaufe u wem a y 
thalde&n* Syriack, ^^^^^Trnw-mudibcUSBr^- 
find the ^^my^^^w\>e^i^- * leaft ciwp.i 
the Vulgar ^^ffigfifflS Decree ot the Fathers of 
moft part of it, when he l ^ Xr v anflat ion Authentick y 

the Council of who hil >ders not, but 

JJ. judicioufly obferv^ ^J^^ y.ylgar . 
fce may better Tran»»" G^ M*^**» d ** im 'F'- 
{ays he, G *f n l*i„ e T2mW Ht ' oC *- 
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proves by the Authority of the moft Learned Divines Who have 
wnt vpon this Subject, that the Vulgar has its faults as win 
as the other Tranflations of the Scripture, and lavs r»rJ 
of thefe faults upon the Latin Interpreter, who was not in- 
fallible. 

4Bhip. 2%, He mMepyer throughly Examines the Difpute which was 
much banded m his time in Spain* concerning the Authority of 
the Vukar, ^which many look'd upon asa Divine Work i becaufc 
they affirm d that St. Jtrm was not barely an Interpreter, but a 
Prorfiet r , who had been directed by the Spirit of God for the 
Exa&Tranlfeting of the rfoly Scriptures. For the better clear- 
ing otitis Difficulty, he has fet down the Arguments both of 
one fide and the others which he however does after fuch a 
inannerfhat one may eafily perceive that he prefer'd their Om- 

W ^T^ 1 ^" 1 that % ^T- Was a *°P het ^^ Q firL y 
Wt n*2$ tmmm vdct tiobu tttam cafmmia ad veritatmpro- . 

JtoMrin. "SSj!^ 0 .** who has writ more, or with greater Learning 
upon the Criticifm of[ the Bible than Father Am Prieft of the 
Oragtyt asthere are many Perfori*at prefent who blindly fol- 
io w-hisOpmionSv without having throughly examin'd them, it- 
jtt we fcouW make a more particular Examination hereof. He 
^ningCQPubhfliaSecond Edition. of the Septum*, accord- 
ing totte Copy of the Vatican,df to Print in theVrwr^ Polyglot, 
^ Ifcbrew SamariCainCopy of the Pmatekh, from that time 
WWtat he cw^^^^ thereby 
to«ate the ^i^ #W Tranflation, and the Hebrew Samaritain 
Xwwucbi to be the more efteemM s as if the Hebrew Tewim , 
Jew was Corrupted in moft places where it differs from the 
OreefcS^a^Tranflation, theHehrew Samaritain Copy,and 
the Vfolgaiv He thought he fhpuldby this means do. the Church 
5£SS « °$ Stim ?}* defending by all ways, poiHble thean- 
■ a^Tranflateons -which foe had approved ofbyalong ufe of 
ttem;.»ntheconfiderM not perhaps thatthe Church, by autho- 
mingtfte ancient Tramlation , and the new one of 

^%f^ n !^f r<3on4e P nM ^ Hebrew Text* noraccusM the- 
J**s of having Qorrupted it. 

**** tuffi 8 *^^ Books which he has 

Vmted lupon the BiMe Ffrfr, In hisPreface to his new Edition 
*™«*r**y«* ho does all he can taleHen the Authority of 
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the prefent Hebrew Text, and to fet up the Samaritain Pernor 
tench, and the Greek Sepmatinu He has alfo follow'd the fame 
Method in his EcclefiafticalMeditations upon the Samaritain Pen- 
tMench, in bis Diflertation concerning the fincerity of the Holy 
Text, in his Samaritain OpHfi*U\ > And laftly, In his Exercita- 
tions upon the Bible. He has fill'd moft of his Works with long 
Digreflions, where he has found any occafion for the diminifhing 
the Authority of the prefent Hebrew Text. As he has Colle- 
cted in his Exercitations upon the Bible, whatever he has faid in 
his other Books upon this Subject, we need only makefome Ob- 
fervations upon this la$ Work, which me may afterwards apply 
to his other Works. , . 

Father Morin has divided his Exercitations upon the Bible in- 
to two parts, wherein he Examines the fincerity of the Hebrew 
and Greek Text. He at firft PublUh'donly the firft Part, which 
has fince his Death been Reprinted with the fecond Part, wherein 
he makes a Criticifm upon feveral Books which the 7<*M fency 
are very ancient, although they really are not fo. He declares 
at the very beginning that his Defign is to encounter the Prote- 
fcants, who allow of no other Rule of their Religion, but the 
Originals of the Bible, as if it was not certain that thofe Origi- 
nals have been loft, andthatthefe which we have at prefent are 
full of faults y whence he concludes , that we onght-not to en- 
quirefbr trueCopies of the Holy Scripture any where but in the 
Catholkk Church, jgtuvamtts erto, fays he , divin* oracita tit Fa. Merit 
Etokfia, & abEcclefia, ea<n nmde Mienigenarim nedim bofitim^ Extr' 
Mmibm. fedde EccUfiA Papphorik& Archivis promam^ 
wamm* No onecan deny, but thatthe Hebrewand Greek Co- 
pies which the Proteftams call Originals, have indeed been altered 
in many places * but we oughtnot for all that to lay them wholly 
afide, and Mow only the ancient Tranflations, whether Greek . 
or Latin, which by long ufe the Church has authored y but we 
ought to reftore as well as we can thefe firft Originals of the Bi- 
ble, both by the prefent Hebrew Text, Mtty**™?^™* ' 
fladons of the Scripture according to the Metho I which Itoye 
already largely ExplainM ; and altBo we ^yj ft ^f r ^^ ' 
Rule of ourbelkr\ by the Tranflations wpichtheChurthhas 
approv'd of, the fame Church has not declared thefe Tranfla- 
tSns to be infallible in all places and that there ; cannotbe 
made any other more exaft. Wherefore we oughuherem 
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•to Moderate the Opinion oF'Father^bm , who under pretence 
of dSg the Authority of the ancient /reflations re- 
«ivM by the Church, 1ms done all he could to deitroy the 
Xthority of the Hebrew Text, as weatprcient have jtfrom 

Nere is a Medium to be kept betwixt this Opinion and that 
of the Protcftants, and thus we may do J uft.ee both to and 
ChriM**i\ to the Roman Catholick Dodors, and th; moll 
rTudicious Proteftants, who have never aflirm'd. that the prefer* 
Hebrew Copies were free from all faults. If we muft wholly 
m fubmit our felvcs as'Father Morin affirms we muft, to the W- 
S» Trannation, becaufe theChurch and Apoftks have approved 
& -and that the Apoftks thought there was noNeceflicy for 
the making of a new one , why has St. Wj Tranflation been 
fo favouratly receiv'd, which Father^ alio affirms we ought 
to fiubrnitJ, becaufe the fame Church has judgM it tob.free 
from the lealUanlts ? how can it be that two Tranflations which 
■fonnctimes - oppofe one another, are not in theJeaft faulty ? It is 
to probable that the Church has propos'd thefe two Tranfla- 
donsto us as Authentic* in thefame manner as I have already 
Explained; and therefore we cannot maintain Father Mmns 
Svftem without falling into many Contradictions. 
r* V S\eafon which Father Morin alledgcs, to prove that the 
* ^'^.i^d y Corrupted their Copies of theBib fcii ; be- 
caufe there was, fay s he , amongfl: them till the time of the JW- 
' • ™l a«^S JUil or SciSte, which all the*™ f W«gb- 
JKm to obey This proof, .1 fay, feems to me to be of no Con- 
feauence becaufe thl Rabbins whofe Tcftimonies he alledgcs 

thtions which the Jews were oblig'd to fubmit to, asm the 
ChuTch we are oblig'd to follow the Dedf.onsof Councils, who 
* have the *ower of making Decrees, w thout having the Autho- 
rity of changing the Holy Scriptures. ' If it commands any Re- 
. formation hfrein , it is not for the Corrupting of thefe Ho y 
Books, but only for the making of them lj^jgg 
hapned to the aricient Latin Tranflation, after the Vf™*™ 
■ cluricil of 7V*r.The jtftffer m has f"*™*?^ % 
have follow'd this Method in Correcting of the Copies , and i 
tUey have not always well Corrected them i, .that 
fromany Malice of theirs. Toconclude, Ifpeaknothereofthe 



CnO Chap. XVIII. 

& «"ce H » * been 

abolilh'd. , hich Fat h e r Morin makes ufe J^?, 

Neither do I find the Rea ons wmui Tnlnflat ion of the 
of to prove that St. Jerom might wjeam j f 

thefe Reafons w^f^^S i«t he undertook the ma- 
in many places of his ^Works ^ r f ^ heancient Gre ek Seftmm 
king of a new Tranflation, became tne a es affirm ^ 

was g much Corrupted, but J^ ?™^ lhe i? Tranflation, 
That the Stftuagtnt were ort £ n ""' affirm that there arc 
and therefor^ if the Modern wiU not 

the fame faults in * fame liberty with the Tranflatioa 

Morin Met them to take th ^ lam y i ^ t h the Tranflation of the 
of this Father, as he h^l f /^nTh en as Prophets , and not 
ftp****, who were ^XX^Morin affirms , That all 
barely as Interpreters ? Altho t* atne : m ^ ex _ 

th clpiesofthUulgar™ 

cepted, which might eaflly be ^^ D L coW Copies of the. 
werehiwever as many various reading in ^ ^ Co _. 
Vulgar before its Cprreftion, "^'^"wa.a fufficient 
pksV St. Jtromh time ; and therefor * on ^ 

?eafon for St. Jerom »^^£^n^9^ L ^ Bl ~ 
methinks feem to have the fame rea on t r ^ 

ble into Latin anew: »^^^^ wM ditehMWto^ 
fons for his entnng upon tms w wm, 

in his Commentaries. , learn that we ought not 

LaftW, by St. Jerom'i ^ xara P^V, r „ Tranflations ,; fince he, 
JSSfr reU the 

made ufe of Awla , ¥^1* V rhown it would have 
Tranflations. Altho we '^^^not; deviated fo 
well if the Modem T^J^^^J, 
much from the ancient ones, titer ma £ ff d he fcnce better 

topl^ wb^^^Sfclf is obliged to owL ■ 
than theanewntoncs.. Father niade;inDen 

thafe Tratnlations tobe ufeful, apply ^emfclves tc^ the 

rifionto the ancient ones v ^* e mu Xhefe perfonalfau ts , as 
ftudy of theBible, regard »J»"W™ t t U Ttanflations of 
Truth it felf , aad it. Jerom defpis d not 
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Aqnila , Symmachus , and Theodottatt j altho he knew they were 
made by thefe Interpreters in DerUion of the Septuagm Tranfla- 
tion. 

i/*. i. 1 pals by Father Mr/Vs ways of Reconciliation, which he fets 
down at large, to juftifie in fome fort the ancient Greek Tranfla- 

c« i. tion, as alfo the Latin one in thofe places where they feem to de- 
viate from the Hebrew Text. He finds it to be fo difficult a piece 
of Work, that he owns himfelf to be the firfb Author of this 
Reconciliation, §>nem autem, fays he, in hoc of ere fequar nmi* 
ttemhabeoj restftenim omnibus fere inta&a y imov'tx bene cognita. 
It would however be very hard to find anything in Father Me- 
rin\ Difcourfe which had not beenobferv'd by other Authors. 
•Hebefides lays down feveral ways of Reconciliation, which 
were good in St. jiHgnsTmH time, when the Sepmagim were 
lookM upon as Prophets infpir'd by God for the making of 
an exact Translation of the Scripture $ but we are not at 
nrcfent fo much prejudie'd in favour of the ancient Greek 
Tranflation. 

It itf true that the Hebrew Tongue in it felf without the Vowel 
Points which the Maffwet Jews have added to the Hebrew Text, 
may be interpreted feveral ways, and we ought hereto to afcribe 
part of the various Interpretations j but I am of Opinion , that 
ibid, c. a« wc ou 8 nt not w i th Father Morin to fay, That this way of writ- 
ing Hebrew proceedsfrom God himfelf,whoby this means would 
makementofubmit therafelves to the Judgment of the Church 
for the Interpretation of the Scripture. We may alfo by the 
(ame reafon 6y, That God would have the Mahometans fubmit 
"to their Doctors for the Interpretation of the Alcoran, becaufe 
it, as well as the Hebrew Text of the Bible is writ in a Tongue 
which in it felf is as uncertain as the Hebrew. But without fly- 
ing to the fecret Decrees of God •, it is certain, that the He- 
brew agrees herein with the Arabick, Chaldee, and Syriack 
Tongues, which in themfclves are very imperfect, not having 
Vowels enough to fix the reading of their words. 

Iconfefsl underftand not another reafon, which Father Aft- 
m the {ame place alledges, of the different way of writing of 
one and the toe Hebrew word. He has recourfe to the Divine 
Providence, who would that by the pronouncing of onewowT 
only we mould underftand many things, as the Superiour An- 
gels, according to St.Tfow*#, know thing* by more Univerfal 

Specie^ 
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Speciesiand which rcprcfent more Objects than thofe of the infe- 
rior Angel* Hanc cog»hio»u Angelic* ^rogattvam, fays Fa- 
ther Morin , adumbrat Divina lingu* Hebraic* fcrtptto , enm time* 
diSHone <velHtnniverfaliqu«damfpecie& imagine , tot fomficattones 
nobis reprtfentat, im$ Utlo vocabttlo , mtdtos fenfm collmt , velue 
peritHs PhilofopbHS in nno principio plnrimas Jtatim profptcx com- 
chtfiones. One had need have a quick wit , and be well vcrs'd in 
the Subtilties of the Platonick and Cabbaliftick Philofophy to un- 
derftand the force of this Argument. . 

The ienorance of the Jem according to Father <JMorw y lsano- JM. 0. 
ther means, whereby to reconcile the ancient interpreters with 
the Hebrew Text. As they underftand not the proper Significa- 
tion of moft of the Hebrew words, we ought to Mow the an- 
cient Interpreters who better underftood the Hebrew Tongue. 
But as this ignorance in the Hebrew Tongue is very ancient, and 
proceeds from the Tongue's having been loft , we ought not fo 
much herein to cry out againft the Rabbins, as againft the mil- 
fortune of their Tongue. The Jews perhaps which St. > 
rwimadeufe of in the making of his new Tranflation, under- 
ftood Hebrew no better than the Rabbins of thefe latter Ages. 
St. Je torn, as has already been obferv'd, was perfwaded that the 
Hebrew tonguewas very uncertain •, and therefore he conlulted 
the molt undemanding Jewjm Doctors of his time. Let us 
therefore imitate St. Jerom, and confute ^^1***^ 
Jews, but alfo thofe of our time , and joynthem together for 
thereftoringas much as ; poffibly we a^ijjk^ 
been loft'. In a word, if the Ignorance of the Jews has been fo 
great as Father Morin affirms it to have been in feveral places of 
lis. Works, what Authority can he give to St. «Ws Vulgar 
Latin Tranflation made from the Hebrew/ince the knowledge he 
had of the Hebrew Tongue hehadleamM from the Jews o? his 

U Laftlv, Father Morin to prove infallibly that the RabWhs art am. 
very ignorant of their Tongue, quotes at large the words of 
Fclhr% a Lutheran Doctor -, but although Forfierns was a He- 
brew Profeflor, he makes appear by his Dictionary , that he had 
never read the Rabbins Books. The Commendations which 
beftowsupon this Author, fignifie nothing as to the mat- 
ter to hand, becaufe underftood not Hebrew. Jorftemi 
foundS with the Rabbins, only becaufe he would Mend 
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the Opinions of his Patriarch Luther, who cry'd down the Rab- 
bins Books, only becaufc the Proteftants of his time who had 
ftudied the Rabbins, had defpisM his Tranflation as not be- 
ing exact. • 
C, ia . Seeing it would take up too much time , and perhaps be te- 
dious to make an exact Analyfis of Father ^JMorirPs Book, I 
(hall conclude my Reflections with his Obfervation how an 
Act may be two ways Authentick, AUttd, fays he, mhentkum 
eft natnra fua , aliud per accident \ when there are two various 
leadings, which are true and agree with the Text , there is on- 
ly one which can be Authentick of its own Nature, and the other 
Authentick only by Accident. The reafon is , becaufe the Pro- 
phet writ but one way , but the Church may have declar'd them 
both to be Authentick. He confirms his Argument by the Ex- 
ample of St. tmU who might according to him make the Tranua- 
tions of the Jews, as alfo of the Poets which he has quoted in his 
Epiftles, Authentick. Si enim Judaorum traditioni, Poetarnm 
Ethmortm fentmiis id juris arrogare potuit Apoftdutfcclefia univer- 
fa variis facrorum codicumleftionibM* He however affirms, That 
the latter reading which, to ufe his own terms, is only acciden- 
tafiyAuthentick, becaufe it is only Humane , has a Divine Au- 
thority as foon as the Church has declar'd it to be fuch , for as 
much as the Authority of the whole Church is herein the fame 
With that of the Prophets : Nonenim debilior cenferi debet Eccle- 
Cxa unwerfx , quam frophetarum & Jpofiolorum tuthoriut , & 
W*{r»<rf*. I wall leave the Divines to Judge of the Truth 
of this Maxim, and of the Confequences which may from thence 
Redrawn. . M . , ._ , 

To conclude \ I have ftay'd longer upon Father Morm% Books 
than upon others, becaufe molt of the Divines take him for 
their great Author upon this Subject : It would perhaps be 
convenient to make an exact Criticifmof all his Works upon 
the Bible, for the taking away the Prejudices 'fome have in fa- 
vour of him \ butbefides that that would take up too much time, 
I am of Opinion that what has been already faid, will be fufficient 
' to mow that we ought to Examine more throughly his Opinions. 
This however hinders not,but that there aremany ufeful and very 
learned things in his Books. 

Some Proteftants have endeavour'd to anfwer Father Mm*h 
but befides that they were prejudie'd in favour of the Jews, their 
• - ' Anfwers 
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Anfwersare foweak, that by reading of them^ one would eafily 
v wSZ ASaMaA reafon for every thing he fays, in his 
think ^^SEjJrSt of the Wont's , Mr. Dt Mmt 

timfSr'd fome of Father Morinh Vtwrtvaw. W ^^, 
would ^ have done well to have been more Moderate, and not i n« 
^ pretence of more Strenuoufly oppofing Father ^r»«, wfc» 
hL mown too much Zealin defending the ancient Tranflations 
aoproXfb the Church to have flown to the other Extremity, 
bv afcribingi to the ^/(Jr«feverai Privileges which belong 
to it Ahho Mr. D, iunderftood Hebrew, hefeemsnot to 
have had ah the Learning requifite for the anfwering of Father 
nave nau a„ l ^ f u ff} c ient to have fome knowledge of 

^Hebrew Tonsue , he ought befides perfectly to have under- 
^rtSSffiittm. He will for example have us to 

eel ot^ - -^*,^^ sat 

^ underftood the M&« which he has fo 

%VSX* Treatifes however againft Father Mori* my be 
Jnl'JZ vte for the Correcting offeveral of Father ^r«*VPro- 
of great ^ e J.°"^ r ^ TU* Defence of the Authority 

f^ffZ MomM as feveral Proteftan^who 
^^^^^^ 

ml& fayshe, «U*M<*mMto^P« foi the twootlicr ir<* 
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tiles where Mr. ZV Mttu has defended the Authority of the He- 
brew Text in anfwering of Father Motrin, it would have been 
well if thefetwoTreatifeshad been larger, and that he had not 
contented himfelf with anfwering only fome Chapters of his 
Works, which requir'd a more fubftantial and' larger anfwer. 
Let us now fee what helps we can draw from Proteftant Authors 
for the underftandingor the Scripture. 



CHAP. XIX. 



Judgment upon fome Proteftant Authors n>ho haye 
writ upon the Bible. 

ALthough moft df the Proteftant Authors who have writ up- 
on the Bible , are very conceited and deluded , we may 
however find many very ufeful things for the underftand- 
ing of the Scripture in them. As they haveapply'd themfelves 
wholly to this Study , it was in a manner impoflible but they 
fhould find out fome things new. Wherefore they who will be 
throughly inftru&ed in the Criticifm of the Scripture, ought not 
to negleft their Books. We find that St. Jerom himfelf not only 
read the Heretieks Books of his time ; but that he Profited from 
the reading of them. St. Augnfin very carefull y read the Books 
of Tycomwa Donacift upon this Subject Laftly, Origenh greateft 
Enemies could not forbear the reading of his Learned Commen- 
taries upon the Holy Scripture ^ and admiring of him at the fame 
time as they Condemn'd him as an Innovator. 

Firftj we ought not to. rely upon Authors who have writ upon 
matters of Controverfie \ becaufe in Dilutes the Medium is fel* 
doni kept , which is neceflary to be obferv'd for the finding out 
of Truth. An Author ought no longer to be credited when he 
declares himfelf to be of a Party , becaufe heTuits all things to 
his.Prejudiecs. We ought thus to Judge of moft of the Books 
whkh the Proteftants have writ againft Bellarmin> where the Ho- 
ly Scripture is treated of. William Whitahcr an Mnglijh P'rpto- 

ftant, 
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ft a °nt° whowasoneofthefirftwhoopposM^/ZW, ihowstoo i» ijM; 
much pXn throughouthis whole Work. He however does us » JJ 
^rtottiijuwU as to commend his great Learning in the c , W#v . 
Hoi ^pKuid he wonders that a new Sett of Monks, who # 
to This own terms, call themfelves of the Company of Jefus, 
fliould Studv fo much the Bible. _ , 

The firft Tome otBellarminh Controverfie was no fooner Pub- 
ltlh'd at Iwolftad, but all the Proteftants were in a manner ftag- 
ler'd aSs made the moft Learned of that Sett oppofe the 
few Booko hhLearned Jefuit who had taught them how to 
D?pute7 andmoftof themonly made ufe * 
Sons as Proofs aeainft him. In a word, WhnAsr ,™ at 
he feared ^thefe new Monks as he calls them, who wanted neither 
SkiU nor Serftanding. Recess Monachi, SuhuUs Theo m , iW. 
JuLuweYvthementts cfpcrtimifrtndi , qms nova acprttentps f*- 

A Wh 'Lhr defpiles all the ancient Monks as idle anddromfli 
fe iowrwSas the Jefuits according toijm, apply'd them- 
feverwholl^ JefHimdmdconfdiMfamn, cxtHau^ 

ledges that Bellarmin deals more clearly m P»W n f a ^ *„ r i 
the? Divines whohad gone before him, and that he had ihventei 

nd^XTaJd openly defpis'd the Proteftants. Bqmdem 
putec^Doiaiy , auu ^ , i h . con ^ entl ^ 

ldar &"3r^ may ferVe 

upon iWto*?* ^ffidinfiS/Books which have fince 

D ec\^ 

flints have confounded the who would 

thisPointwkhtb^ 

Profitbyreadineof ^^^^^ fi Difputeswe 
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confultthofe Authors who have none of thefe Difputes in their 
Books. 

Secondly, There is another fort of Proteftants , who have not 
indeed writ Books of Controverfie but yet have writ with Paf- 
fion againft tne common Opinions of the Church concerning the 
Scripture, efpecially fince the Vulgar Editions being authorized 
Six thus by the Fathers of the Council of Trent j I reckon Sixtimu Ammim 
Atnm. amongft thefe Authors, who has oppos'd the ancient Latin In- 
Anti. Bib> t er p reter> i n a Book wherein there is a great deal of Learning,but 
very little Judgment, thefe fort of Books are however ufeful, if 
we carefully read them, becaufe one may make ufe of this great 
Learning which they affect for the oppofing of them. AmamaH 
defign was to mow that the Church or Rome is become barbarous, 
only by authorizing of the Seytuagint and Vulgar Tranflations; 
whereas according to him we ought to rely wholly upon the He- 
brew Text. For the comparting of his Defign he has made ufc 
of whatfoever he could find in any Books upan this Subject, whe- 
ther they were wrifrby Catholicksor Proteftants, wherein he 
mows his little Judgment , and heats againft the Council of 
Trent, for the Teftimonies he brings , fumciently demonftrate 
the wife management of the Bifhops aflembled in this Council, 
in Relation to the Authority which they allow'd the Vulgar ; 
Wherefore we may make ufe of Amama\ Book againft himfelf 
and the other Proteftants, who have given an ill Conftruftion 
to the words of the Council, with a defign only to oppofe it. 
In a word, he ought to have follow'd herein the Opinion of the 
moft Learned Divines whom he quotes, who have judiciouflyEx- . 
plain'd the Decree of the Council of Trent, without blaming it 
for having never fo little diminihVd the Authority of the He- 
brew Text. * 

The fame Author has fpoke with as little Judgment of the^ 
Septnagint Tranflation, and other things wherein he accufes the 
Latin Church of Barbarifm ^ Moft of the Authors whofe Autho- 
rity he quotes are Catholicks , and therefore he ought not to 
afcribe the Opinion of fome Catholick Doctors who underftood 
not the Criticifm of the Scripture to the whole Weftern Church. 
This Conccitednefs of Sextinm Amama appears yet greater in his 
Second Book, where he chiefly endeavours to Correct the faults 
which he pretends there are in the Vulgar Tranflation. But be- 
fides that he Corrects it very improperly in many places, we 

need 

\ 
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B °4° w nfcfcrre with the moft Learned Catholick Doftors 
need only obr ^ef fl „ltsintW wluch he 

that there are ^ » ^nfe t£« aw more confiderable ones 
ought to have the A* 

in all others. ^^^Etany examin'd him, and 
cicnt ^ ttlnttr ^? d l ?S. l £ Ss often with the moft 

fr °We h may joyn with Sfe*» the Book of Gm&bm a* 

^atmoflnt^ret^ s^^Tranfla- ^ 5 

brew Text, the c *™^\rW x * d J ne different ways of the 
tion, the MalToret, the ^a^bbale and the mn fa ^ ^ 
jews Explaining of the Scr P^e, °ut n ^ 
I^o^r^^^ Ra^nttoSk althohe is out 

had not (pent time about : Nice sSpou* 
for the «<«*^^ a ^jS ! S»^to^ 

altogether exact even in this wors. tna t he Aitx, . 

Suldnotfpeakhereof^^ 
is0 f fome Reputation amongft the ^^5^™^ of the/* m ' 
ever CallM C«f* ^^^SL Leaded in the Cri: 
Holy Scriptures, ^^^^Lah time about Niceties 

tieifiW th 5 Bible. J* ^3Sh5 mow us he had read them: 
taken out of the Rabbins Books to « he undcr „ 

But by what he fays', ^"^^Snple theBookof Bias 
ftood them not, when he quote s, tor .iub m P ^ 

r^ntitled j^«ST&^to h and yet it 
a Manufcnpt which fome onus rnt Manufcr j pt of this 

is certain that there never was printer> un . 
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to all Books. His way of reafoning is not always exaft ; and as 
he Treats of Queftionshe underftood but by halfs, and quotes 
Authors he had never read, he fometimes falls into miftakes, 
as when he reckons Cajetan amongft the Perfons who being 
Learned in the Hebrew Tongue, took no great notice of the 
Vulgar as if Cajetan had not himfelf confefsM he under- 
ftood not this Language. But let us quit thefc Notions of 
Mon\znd fearch for fome Proteftant Authors who better under- 
ftand the Criticifm of the Bible. 



CHAP. XX. 

Judgment of fome other VroteHant Authors, who 
have Criticise upon the (Bible , and efpecially of 
Ludovicus Capellus. 

jV. cap, \ !X TE have already at the beginning of. this Work fpoke 
-exit, suu V V fomething in general of the Criticifm of Ludovicw 
" Capelltu, Hebrew Profeflbr at Sanmur j and as this Cri- 
ticifm ought carefully to be read for the thorough undemand- 
ing of the Scripture, it is convenient that we fpeak hereof more 
particularly than we have already done. The Author's chief de- 
fign was to obferve as well as poflibly he could the various read- 
ings of the Hebrew Text of the Bible. Altho he was a Prote- 
ftant, he was not carried away with the ufual Prejudices of thofe 
of hisSe&i he freely marks all the faults which he thinks are in 
the prefent Hebrew Copies, a*hd at the fame time anfwers all the 
Objections which may be madeagainft him in amat^r of fo 
great Importance as that was, efpecially by the Proteftants who 
acknowledge no other Principle of their Religion but the 
Holy Scriptures. He fuppoles that notwithftanding all the 
Alterations which have happen'd to the Holy Scriptures, Reli- 
gion may be fufficiently grounded upon what yet remains of the 

Bible emife to us. TJ . 

He 
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He proves then firft, the various readings of the Hebrew 
Text by the Text it felf, by comparing together the different 
daces where the fame words, and fame Periods are varioufly fet 
down. Miquando, fayshe, littr^vdx.feriodmimmomtttmi Ub,v 
addiwr, termutatur. He iriends feveral Chapters m his firft Book, 
in giving different Examples of thefe alterations, fome of which 
confift in whole Periods, which havfc either been added, or left 
out, ortranfposM. Infinitum effct, fayshe, recenfere , & tn a- 
nnm cowerere omnia hujus addition** vel omi fonts exentpla, jm coi- 
lili undL potent ex km Parallel* <\ha habentur in Ltbm Chromco- 
r«U hfdrL & NehemU, Mtit qu* habm cum altts farts wmntH- 
nia We may however fay, That as Capllm wholly endeavourM 
to give the various readings of the Bible , he has fometimes tod 
much multiply'd.them, and I have at the beginning of this Work 
given fome Rules whereby we may know that what he makes a^ 
various reading is not always fo. . 

Secondly, He has obfervM the various readings of the Hebrew 
Text, which maybe prov'd by the ancient Tranflations from 
this Text, and altho we cannot fay that this Method is wholly 
exact, becaufe we ought not tolay the faults of the Tranflation. 
upon the Original, there are however fome places , where ^ 
various readings of the Original taken from out of the Tranfla- 
tions made from them, are fq plam* that we* «nn°t doubt 

the reconcile 

of the different Interpretations of- the Hebrew Text, efpe- 
cially if we joyn hereto the various. .Sjgnificattons which mofl of 
Hebrew words havev H* befide*; givesus the liberty of 
chlnSS ^he Sent Putins invented the Mtfom jw, 

Wherefore he lays down new Rules for the Reforming of the 
l hv nrefervina: only the ConfonantS! of the Hebrew 

Tex? which <S£w « *™ Ab « d . thdn th ! 
one- touie there would be nodiftinftido betwixt good 

-g£5 S?ffiSs. of Ver&* .a»d , betwixt .AM o*er 

&sw whkMt P^^nt limit the Hebrew TJexc.. CapcMsto*- 

evSK not? t? have enough rented the Aufh onty^of the 

Majfora, which is notreaUy Wal|^, as has atody bee^ob- 

1 t t ' 
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fervM but it is grounded upon a Tradition which ought to be 
more efteem'd than it is by Capellus in his Criticifm. 
...j...,. The fame Author has joynM with the fame Volume thz An- 
crit* N. 8. fyver of Buxtorfxht Son, who had writ againft this Work before 
it was Printed, and as he feem'd to lay down Principles which 
wholly rnin'd the Religion of the.Proteftants, who rely not ac 
all upon Tradition, he angers that the various readings which 
hchadobferv'd, related not to Matters of Faith , or Morality, 
and that the worft Copies of the Bible are fufficient for that pur- 
pofe : Non femel monm , fays he , falutarem fidem, & morit.n do;- 
mata vel ex vitiofijjimo codice & corrupt ijfinta quay; verfione a pio & 
witatis vere jladiofd leftore adfidm mitoerandam , atq\ fovcndm, 
& attendant hauriri pojfe. 

He was oblig'd to maintain this Maxim according to the Prin- 
ciples of thofe of his Sect *, but I am afraid if we examine his 
Criticifm more throughly, we (hall find that he has in a manner 
deftroy'd the certainty of the Scripture which is the only Princi- 
ple of the Proteftants * for befidesthe various readings, he gives 
every one the liberty of adding the Vowel Points , which he 
thinks will make a better Sence without taking any notice of 
thofe which are at prefent in the Text, and the reafdnhe gives, 
is becaufe thefe Vowel Points have been invented by Jem, whom 
Uh6. C.4. We ought not wholly to be\i^..Perfonaetiimdqita ilia e& (Pun- 
ftttationii) ratio, ctm ftnt Jndai, nobis earn commendare , nonpotett 
aut debet t But ftnee we have the Hebrew Text from the Jews, we 
ought methinks rather to believe them herein than any others j 
becaufe the queftion is concerning a conftant way of reading, 
which can only have been? preferv'd amongft them. Befides 
after having taken out all the Vowel Points out of the Hebrew 
Text, he has recourfe to the ancient Vowels cali'd Ehevi, that is 
to fay, Aleph, He, Van* and Jod \ now he acknowledges that 
thefe ancient Vowels being often not mark'd in the Text, the 
leading remains very uncertain 5 befides that, I have already 
fhown that the Tranfcribers added or left out thefe fame Vowels 
at their pleafure, and therefore Capellus can have nothing of the 
Hebrew Text but the Confonants. Now moft of thefe Conso- 
nants, being according to him, the one like another , have occa- 
fion'd great Confufion in the writing of them out, and I have 
prov'd by feveral Manufcripts, that this Confufion is greater 
than it ufualiy is fuppos'd to bey and therefore according to 

- Cupel- 
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B ° m \ c„L there is hardly any certainty in the Hebrew 
CapellHfsSrt em, there ;s naray y , ^ R 

for ** Eftablifliment of 

Re , li8 A ( ! r !' u u convenient for us to obferve that this Work of 

Author Printed this Work , let out 10m ^ ^ 
Scriptures, accus'd him oy 13 ™ 1 8 «™« 

th ^& Author ted before JrtUM 

intitled *™™ r ^T*^ tc«! P ThS firft Work of 
invention of Points in *^"ffS*7 c " Meat Clamour 

amongft the froteiranw , w t tne p rinC iples of 

Printed, as if it had been ^wholly contra^ ^ ^ 

their Religion. Al f x ^^^ZT^^, UtrtMwo <v»-w~ D* c«»f* 
PublimM,couldnotbutdotheAu^ 

*ft f f ^^^^^^^ fS plac * ad l Si 

Opt** vtntivtsprem, /^^XnWlnowsW this Zeal of 
de^ reformidatHm. ^'/^f Z> the Truth, fincehe 

the Ccmva Proteftants was not a^ormng ,to ^ 

is of Opinion, that g^^^ 

[aborts, Severs, * ^iftj Jntfodw?* anv No- 

and therefore we cannot ^yJSdaropinion which had been . 
velty j but only better ^blnlid anj W ious p ro teftant3. 
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thefe Minifters of Gettevs are only wilful and ignorant Perfons* 
who may only read the Preface to their firft French Bible 
Tranilated from the Hebrew, and they will find that Robert 0/;- 
wtan, who made this firft Tranflation, Treats very largely upon 
this queftion, and Cappellns has only made Robert Olhetanh Oni- 
nion more plain. ' . 1 

The reafonof this wilfulnefs of mofb of the GermanViott- 
ftants, asalfo of thofe of Gtneva, is becaufethey have blindly 
; Followed the Opinion of the two Bttxtorfs, concerning thefince- 
tttistirfi. j?ity of the Hebrew Te*t. Bnxt or/ the Father, who apply'd him- 
felf wholly to the Studying of the Hebrew Tongue , and the 
reading of the Rabbins Books, endeavour'd by all means poflible 
to authorize this Text* Which he did by the help of the Maf- 
firet? which we hate before Ipoke of, and Jie Publiftied upon this 
account a ; little Treatife concerning theJmiquity of Points. As 
B*xt*rfvK& lOdk'd upon as an Oracle by the Modern Hebraici- 
ans, moftof themfollowM his Opinion , and not being able to 
fearch throughly into fo difficult a bufinefs as that was, they 
rely'd rather upon his Authority than his Arguments. And that 
which made Buxtfrf's Opinion be the more ejtcem'd, was be- 
cattftfe favourMthe Principles of the new Reformation, the 
Providence of God, Taidthe}, being |ierein ;to be admir'd, who 
had prefervM theScriptttres free frorn the leaft faults ^ they ob- 
lerv'd not that this fo extraordinary a Providence was ground- 
ed only upon the Superftkiofl and Dreams of the Rabbins, 
, With wfiich the two Buxtorfii the Modern Hebraicians Patri- 
archs have fi|l?d their Books. Camellus who hadjoyn'dthe read- 
. \ ing ; of the ancient Interpreters with that^of the Rabbins , went; 
aclear contrary way to work , and very plainly fhow'd that the 
Opinion of the Father, which the Son afterwards de- 

5f w f f . d * was g 10011 ^ only wpon the Rabbins fancies, in a 
Mt'iq! ^ ord ; what is * ne * e eIfe in the Bo °k writ b Y Vuxtorf the Son, 
Tma. ,n . an .*T* ?° tnat of CafleHtish , intitled Arcannm fun&mtionis, 
what is there I fay elfc in this Book of BmxtofH , but fome infig- 
mSCattt Jewllh Learning?. 

T^r ^ m B(iXtw f> who underftoodthat his Book had not fo 
mw*> ywfll fucceeded, as hehaclhop'd it would , alter'd his Method 
- 1 ? h I s Anu-Criricifm or pcfence of the Hebrew Text againft 
tfte€f4ticifin Of Callus. This laft Work of Buxtmhhfi Sons, 
Is worth the reading, jeipeclally where "he compares the Hebrew 

Text 
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~° °m<L ancient Tranflatlons, and examines C^'w'sva* 
Text Withthe ancient iranu > . thls laft Work tha n 
rious readings. He is 1 more ^ * d he Mattet 

mh is others becaufe he M N ^ many£ 

he treated of. ^.^V A „tW would not Correct, becaufe he 
in this Book w hich the Auth or won « w« ^ j h . 

ftill perfifted in the Defiace ^^h^^ we ll if he 
fay, his ancient Errors. K wouia a 1 roake the read- 

had not mingled fo many d.ff erent Pe w ^ ^ 

ing tedious To and aW was prejudiced in 

CorreaedCjp^s Criticiim ana grea tufewe 

wherein he ft* Kf ^i% U S 

theirUowers bad too »»^ e ™ ta X s dangerous than 

into aclear conmry Op m.on, whic «no i ^ he 

the former, as be hadftudyed c-reeK £ fc Tranflation „ 

madeanewSyftoroinfconrotWeanaem. fontodefen a 

^^•J?«^a^TS5tom againft thofe who 
the Authority of lie *y**~ r ia as jf they were wholly 
rely wholly ;»» the AJgj St hen to baveafcrib'd thia 
freeftomnll fcultss hat neo ngn^' c . nli(lcr >d them rather 
InfelUbiUty to the was a Medium to be 

as Prophets, than jMerorewn. ^ rcafo why 

keptlxtwto thefe «^*^&g of his new Syftern, 

Sfc'iS^ i,1, * Wl,,ffc 

to rely wholly upon the Autnori ^ . to be Divme ^ be- 
Church, or to make theS TJ»g« ^ ^ the 
caufe the Apoftles made ufe ot it, anu uic AmhQrs 
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Authors of this Tranflation Prophets. The Apoftles, as has al- 
ready been obfervM, preferM the Greek Copy before the Origi- 
nal Hebrew, becaufe Greek was then the Mother Tongue of 
moft of thofe Nations to whom they Preached the Gofpel, 
whereas Hebrew was underftood but by very few Jews. Befides, 
the Authority of the Fathers in relation to the Septua«i»t Tran- 
flation, ought not. to be confider'd for the Reafons i have elfe- 
where allcdg'd, and if Foffm will herein follow the Opinion of 
the Church, he will find it has prefer'd St. Jeromh new Tranlla- 
chap. 1. tion made from the Hebrew, before the ancient Vulgar Latin 
one madefrom theScftnagim.\ fpeak only of the Weftern Church, 
b?ca'ufe the Greek and moft of the other Churches have preferv'd 
the ancient Tran nations. Voffius fllfo foems net to have 

carefully read St. Jeromh Works, in not diftinguiftung what this 
Father has faid only, to accommodate himfelf to the common 
Opinions of that time, from his real Opinion. Thus we ought 
to Explain St, Jeyomh thought, when he am* rms that the Sepiua^int 
were real Prophets, altho he was not off that Opinion : It is true 
that the Septuagim were not Ignorant of the Hebrew Tongue, 
as fome Modern Authors have affirtn'd ; but they were not for all 
that Prophets, and directed by the Spirit of God in the making 
of their Tranflation. 

1 As I have already Treated of this ancient Greek Tranflation, 
and at the fame time have obferv'd fome of Vo$us\ Paradoxes, 
we need not ftay any longer upon this Subject \ I mail only add, 
that notwithstanding this, Vo§hs > s Book is worth the reading, 
efpecially where he has defended theSeptitapnt . He has alfo fill d 
this Work with Learned and Judicious 'Reflections upon the 
Chrbnologyof the Scripture, but he inveighs too mucnaguinft 
thejferw, and thofe who ftudy their Books. He ought to have 
confider'd that feveral Learned Perfons who have read the Rab- 
bins Books, have known how to diftinguifh the good from the 
bad in thofe Books. But Vaffius having conversed only with fome 
Zealous and Ignorant Proteltants, who had given him fome ridi- 
culous and impertinent Anfwers,could not moderate himfelf, nor 
obfervethat Medium which was neceflary to be kept for the find- 
ing out of the Truth ; befides he feems to have read nothing of 
the Rabbins, but only in Father MwirPs Books, and fome other- 
Authors which were no more moderate than he upon this Subject. 
Laltly, Befides the Books we have already obferv'd, which 

may 
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Books for Example of Vjher ana ^ f ulu ^ r9tlons . Bcchm- uilhopof 
The Sacred Chronology* aw tu ;\^ or f s infilled PM«, mADidm**. 
L has f oComposM uvo grea Wo * . ^ 

J^^^ m £l^%^m is very Copious , and feems 
£ cs of the Bible: But at this auc no j \ u diciousman, it 

" 131 Uift^efe 1 ™« 
wwddbeweUifuwtewrow underfta nding of the Scrip- 
kept in which nwi^J^Jr^taihe fays both in theTto, 
turV ItUTOMW^^^Jd.eScriptnit, « only 
and the Book 0 ^h e Mim a s ipo * fortof Conje aures are 
grounded upon Gonjeftures . do ^ the Truth-, 

fometimcs ufeful « tha^ it yy e and ^ 

we may however thereby a vo dIa \ h & Animals Xpoke of m the 
the laft Book which TW « ^ akho ^ cannot cer- 
Scripture may ^ ot & r fV' of * the Animals mention'd 1 m 
tainty know the Names ot many f 
£S®rfSS& whichthofefameNamescannot 

aeree with. ^ „w>rve that moft Authors who have 

aS Weoughthowevet .^^Svour to fet down all 
writ upon only ™ eSu K c„V? P rt • and therefore altho we genc- 
SVbelongingto ^ app i y M themfelves 
tailv oudit to P re ( er c the l" r"ho have fpoke only thereupon 

ly the by, it S^e&^Tiittf, that they are not 
Eecomefc » fond of ' rfS?thinp in oueftion. 1 couW 

capable of judging , nghuy 01 ^ we have fpoke 
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CHAP. XXI. 

, A Critictfm upon the Prolegomena^ before the Englifj) 
Polyglotte, and fir/l upon the three firjl Difcmfes 
concerning the Tongues. 

MOft of thofe who have Publifli'd any great Works upon the 
Bible, have ufually put ^rolegomenah before them, where- 
in they Explain their Defigns, and at the fame time pro- 
pofe certain Preliminary Queftions upon the Text of the Bible 
and the Tranflations. Walton who in the Englifli Polyglotte has 
Collected into fix Volumes all the ancient Tranflations of the 
Scripture he*eould meet with, has alfo added fome Preliminary 
Queftions. As his Collection is a more large and exact one, 
than any of the others which had been before made, we may alfo 
fay,, that he has more throughly and with greater exactnefs than 
others examin'd thefe fort of Queftions, (ome of which relate to 
the;Crir.icifm of the Hebrew Text, and the others to the Criti- 
Cifm upon the Tranflations. He was judicious enough in choQ- 
iing of the beft Authors who had writ before him of the Mat- 
ters he Treated of, and had underftanding enough not blindly 
to follow the Prejudices of many of the Proteftants. But as 
there is nothing wholly perfect upon this Subject , and wherein 
we can njid no fault ; it is fit we mould particularly examine 
thefe TVdrgMum's, to the end that they who read them may 
.profit thereby. 7 
There is firft this difference betwixt Pfafron, and moftofthe 
other Proteftants he was one of thofe who in England are call'd 
Eplcoparians j to diftinguim them from a Sect of Proteftants 
when arc ufually call'd Presbyterians , or Puritans. Thefe firft 
ditternot fomticb from- the Cathotieks, efpectaily in Ecclefiaftica* 
LMciplme as the others. Wherefore they confult not the Scrip- 
ture as their only Rule, but they have arefpedfor the ancient 
Uottors of the Church , and for Tradition. They retain yet 
am«n« ft ttem the Names of Bi/hops, Priefts, and Canons: and 
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Books wtaei itegfiEgS J. church of Erglmd flfas w* 

G Tlc n^ffarv to make this Obfervation, that we might under- 

to we may add, that at tncu " ,c Vf » the Faction of the Fnsbytm- 
Epifcopal Party was wMy"^ 1 ^^^^!!!* 
Js otCalvinip ms ^^j/^TZ doubt but he would 
been capable of being prejudic d r^\\^l^ njl ^ trim Opini- 
have kept asdiftant* » P 8 * * thc 
ons, whom the M£ TrlriaX mod™* in their 
Reafon why we find moft of £^«JKjJ^ tt they from the 

commend it even to e^T-M- rite up theAuthoilty 

ancient Tranflationa, has S-KofeThSc Authors whieh he 
of thefe T.a.fl»ti<»»- ™^j£ffiEZ£ almoft through- 
thought favour'd moft h " d ^' f °SXght » Wen the AutSo- 

* ^ . b ffi£Tl5ft t«Sng B <°<> much the ancient 
„ty of the «^,™ ' w a, th e other fide, he has not fo 
Twnflatiomof the&r^nte. mate the ancient Tranfla- 

much extoffd the %~'" C S fe wTiudicious, arid it would 
,io„s unneceffary. Tta JJ**^ tr«, efpecially it. 

them. , D unnmtmtt beina compos'd out of feveral 

„ Wh Ka^^fi^XprUlea foweMinM 
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&Qt afc lY would have becn> had he been the only Author of it, and 
had'pnly read.other mens Works, thereby to judge and to pick out 
only whac wis true i but perhaps he had not judgement enough to 
do this.'iJLet v us now fee in particular whether wh%t we have faid in 
general be. true or no. 
Walton Wdton has .comprii'd his Vrokgommtfs within id Difcourfes. In 
Prolcg.i. theh'rft he treats of the nature of Tongues in general, of their Rife 
and feveral Alterations. The Proofs'he at the beginning alledges to 
u\ow> that. Man Was at firft born as well with Speech as Reafon, are 
not a,t all convincing s for it is not afuflkient proof to fay, that the 
rirftman Was born with Speech, becaufe he was born for Society: 
Ids enough that God has given men what was neceffary for the in- 
venting of Languages. In a word : God has given men at their 
biiith the" power only, : as one may fay, and not the adt it felf nei- 
ther does it follow that man Ought to fpeak as foon as he was born, 
becaufe he was created after the likenefs of God. On the contrary, he 
would come much nigher to God, could he exprefs his own concep- 
tions, and underftand other mens, fome other ways than by Speech, 
as the Angels do, who have no lefs arefemblance of God, without 
vlod.Sic. fpea]jjng» Dioebm Slcttlns's way of explaining the flrft Rife of Lan- 
guages, is not fb ridiculous or fabulous as. Walton affirms it is, who 
could not underftand how Tongues could be invented by Nature, and 
y.et differ' fo much amongft themfelves. But here is* nothing herein 
impofliWe, as Ii have mown at large in the flrft Book of this Work in* 
Ghapti I and 15* where we may find thd different Opinions of the 
M0foi>hers uf>ori this Subject reconcile. 

Neither is the Hiftory of the Creation, fet down in the beginning 
oiGentftty an evident demonftration that God was the Author of the 
flrft Tongue, although this is the common receiv'd Opinion amongft 
Divines i I dare^however affirm, that they have not fufficiently con- 
fided the different ways of fpeaking in the Scripture. This I have 
largely explain'd in the places I have juft now mark'd out, and I 
*tti, fy(f. think we ought herein to prefer the Opinion of St. Gregory of Nyffa, 
before the common receiv'd one, becaufe he reconciles as much as 
poffibly he can> Faith with Reafon, Philofophy with Divinity, and 
does not eafily multipty miraculous and extraordinary things. Where- 
fore I have in my firft Book very naturally explained the Rife of 
Tongues, and reconcile this Explanation with the Hiftory of the 
Gxeation* 
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As for. what Walton in the fame place affirms, that *P* n w * s «° 
fooner created but he talk'd familiarly with God » that he gave Names 
to all Animals ? and that Eve fpoke to the Serpent i he can demon- 
ftrate. nothing from thence , becaufe the Scriptures fct down only 
Maters of Fa<ft, without taking notice of the Times, when they hap- 
nedv and we cannotfor example fay, that C*w and ^ were born 
at the fame rime, becaufe their birth is in the fattie place related. 
The Hiftory of the Scripture is only an Abridgement of what was 
thought -fit to be given to the People i and therefore we ought not to 
conclude, that the things there related, hap'ned at the fame £ime,be- 
caufe they are joyn'd together in the Difcourfe. Befides, we under- 
ftand not-Well enough what Tongue^^» and Ew fpoke .to .God and 
theSerpcnf in, thence to conclude that they were born with this tuft 
Tongue, which has fince been communicated to their Pofteruy s t ot 
we may alfo thence conclude, that the Serpent was born with this 
fame Tongue, which however has not been communicated to hjs 
Pofteritv. 

; I oafs over many Theological and Cabbaliftick Meditations, which 
miton in this fame Difcourfe fets dow/n, .concerning tberfflfttojoopf 
Tongues which hap'ned at the building of tbcTowier of B«btl. I nave 
in the fame place explain'd with St.,Gregory oMyfa how. men, we* 
the Authors of this Confufion, and in what fence it ought, tp.te 
afcrib'd to God. 1 As men have not fufficiently confidetd the fe.Vfi(f|J 
expreflions of the Scripture, -they havemultiplW : the:^JWPle.?i m 
Waif on has hercjfl foltow'd" the tnoft common Opinion, Itp^ncAww; < 
Although I have quoted feveral things oUt of hnmi*s^ t$ > Jbow tfwt 
Tongues were invented by the firft men, 1 have not altered thejp- 
as Proofs, but only more clearly to explain St. Gregory qf 2»s 
Opinion upon this Sub jecV which I have prefewU b/ffore; ajiy ptfor, 
becaufehe rtconcilcs ReaTofiwitbBidigipn..: Befidcs,.^ Jhe.Qijeflt- 
ori concernihgifhe jnvefttion of therirft tongues, belongs af wejl to 
Philofophy as" Divinity* it was in a manner neceffary to; jpyn the 
•Opinions of the Philofophers with thofe of-the.Oivincs, to reconcile 
them together if poftlble i and this 1 have done in Chap. i*.and 15. 
of rrty firlt Book. I thought it not nec:ffarytofper,d twne about fe- 
veral'frivota Obfervations, ( fome o* which arc hke to.the Supeffti- 
tiohsof iteJettifhCabhle y which IFahontes.n&md into his.Jirft 
-Difcourfe. He perhaps wouU have. done jitter, to have eofle#ed 
only in his V-toUgommSs what might be -ufvtul to hisdefign: But he 
has coirimitted-thefametaukas moft Autlvw do, who think they 

V v v 2 are 
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.renotexaA, without faring dowr , ta tte own Book, whatever 
the* have read in others upon the Subjefl they treat oh 
frotaM. Yn theVi Difeourfe the Rife of Letters or Chafers is fpoken 
of 'And afmoft Rifes are fabulous, weought not tc .wonder that 
Aereareftw Aingseertainin this Difcourfe, becaufe ^.tohason. 

he£o«s .Cwriting wa 8 us'd before E»«£s tune, , U theBooks 

JSSS&tSSA and Cabbaliftick Doflors have fince publXh d 

intheff Works, ^eforeSt^^ ^ ttS to t 

M^ftSlt » feveral Father, ^^•^SSJft^ 
heretofore to receive the EpiftJ«« > fc 

of the TeaimonyofE^ which is the * V Epiftk , ^ 

Mm* E«^,faysSt.>^, in fpeaking of St.J** w*lm 

bable, but what feemMmofl : to ^Tf^^hTiSliQihbB 
And thus he commends thefe words of G <2%\,LZi(«h adt*fl 
the Antiquity of the firfi .Letters : ^'^S^M^t^ 
eula obfirvarl Bnocbi verba rettnm abfqi hurarU "**™Z ^ a W;. 
fivideL. This ^» fays is a ftrong Argumen ^ 
wfteYs were before the Floud : jfe* ft ^^tanS& Cheat. 
,„,.. But I am of a contrary opinion, and that it , s a immrei 
There are feveral other things in this 2i. Difcourfe , but tor v 
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caird from a word which »gn ,n «» . d w hence Hc- 
the other fide.f Euphrates lS» not, I fay, 

hi has been fince made, that is to (ay, «j ' few 

ftay here toexamine all ^^i^^ *" th * laft 
which are probable, ^^^^SrJ£; 1 (hall only ob- 
Etymology is much more £ * ufe of to ptove the An- 

ferve, that the Reafons which aS well be 

tiquit'yof theHebrew Tongue , areo Then*!, 
appli >d to the Ghaldee, AraW «*23£L has aTmuch relation 
Proof which he draws from the pT«^V^. ™ there l9 more 
To thefe laft Tongues as to the fttaw, bef de , tha £ ^ 
of Fancy than Truth in what he ot ^ j 

fome other Authors, concerning -J*^ - J". moft ccrtain a$ 
affirm is inmoft Tongues with th ^rew. wrw comM 
tothisAfTairis, ^V».^%S%£%fait«T 
from Chaldeeor Syriack i and as ^„ 5JI Awe «c fome Hebrew, 
from Hebrew, weought not *Jfi^^*5 whcr<? 
or rather Chakkc ^^J^t^Ln^^Mt Hebrew is the 
Latin hasfp«ad it felf. t »Ki originally from 

S£S » ASi^^ of the Hebrew 
The2^.Proofwhichis drawn to^^£^ ta cawp. .4. 
Tongue, is not altogether ^^ ti Si^Kcre theic are feveral 
and 15. of the firft Book fc rf *" £ nt ^^Hd^ was the tirft 

then are of ^ f ^^2^SL*w» has treated at large upon om , 
Ny/fchadTang before opposd it. h men who had itu- 

thf^jeftion, and at the fame urn ' ■*g^ h ^ Hebrew was the 
di'dihe holy Scriptures, J« wjof -P"^ and Eve fpo kein 
rirft Tongue of ^the World ^and that wmcn ^ ^ 

the terreftrial Paradife. To ™^\^ CanaaniHS Tongue which 
place fays concerning * s with alt ancient Hjflory. 

differ'd very little from the Hebrqw, agrees w, ^ k 
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Thcft.fr oily this di&repcc; betwixt one aadfthe Qthejc, that- it was 
call'd HeW by tWe who descended from Htber, and Phoenician by 
the VbmicianS) whom we t ought rather to look upon as the perfons 
who.communicated this Tongue to other Nations with whom they 
traded, , than; the Hebrews ;i gnd yet ths.Je m, according to their won- 
ted vanity,, afasjhe. Cev^ral . things , to : themfelv.es, by, reafon of this 
ncamefs of Lajigu&gp,, which belong only.to the, ancient Pbxnkians. 

I pafs by ifome too nice Quertions, which Walton, with fome Di« 
yjnps examines, who think that the Blefled will fpeak Hebrew in 
Heaven., Wie need not#lfo flop at the ejeeeifive praifes which he at 
tl?fiXajneplac,e,giyesthe„Hekew Tongue, becaufe there is hardly any 
thing of truth in thefe extravagant commendations \ and that in/lead 
qf admiring this Tongtte for its pierfedtion, and other good qualities 
Which aferibes to it, I dare affirm that Hebrew, and all the 

other ancient languages, which have any relation hereto, are very 
irnperfefl, 54s generally all things are at their tirit invention. Walton 
howeyer, who admires the great perfections of the Hebrew Tongue, 
concludes with P#w>/, in .favour of this Torigue ; lot e][e in Hebraic 
ca ScriptHw S.acwmemqHQt litM myftm* qttotpmcla > tot arcana 

!mt apicef : J cpfcfefs I have not fo difcerning a judgement as this 
[efuit, fox the finding out of fo many Myfteries. Walton to hW 
artherthe b.ea.uty, of this Tongue,, add$ f fo Ptfevin's Authority, that of 
utter Lmher\ who fays> jo fpeaking of the fweCtnefs and charms of the 
■Epift. ad Hebrew Tongue :j Hebraot ProfibeW wile togm ut Germanice loquantw, 
unmm. ( w \ a \ ta quavis n„ gu ^ p (r ^ e e jf e ac f t pbilomelam qw cogcret.ut dulcif- 
fimafua mdodia relitta fttrifonam cmuli vocem Mtaretuu Lutber had 
need haye a veiy good ear to diftinguilh this fort of melody i and he 
had reafon to fay as Walton in the fame place reports, Although he 
underftood but very indifferently Hebrew* he would not however lofe 
that little knowledge he had for all the Treafures of the World : Etfi 
fays Luther, fit mea Lingit* Hebraic* notitia, cum omnibus ta- 
men totiiff tnmdi Gazit nan commutarem. 

W tltoti to make the Excellency and Ufefulnefs of this Tongue yet 
more appear, proves by St. Attgulhneth*t it is fo rich and fruitful, 
that the fame place may be interpreted feveral ways,' and every way 
very well > whence he concludes that , it, was chofen by-God, becaufe 
n is as it were a fertile Sanduary ;©f all his holy. Myfteries : A Deo 
eletiavidetur bac Lingua Mylhrhmnt divimmm SacrariUni quafi omnium 
f£cnndi(f mm> And what is yet more wonderful is, that he tit the 
lame time affirms, that we may in two or three montl.s learn this 

Trngue 
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Tongue well enough, which is one of the molt fruitfulleft Tongues 
of the whole World, and that we need fpend but a years time to un- 
derftand it throughly. . . 

Thus Walton fometimes is miftaken in copying from bad Ungina s. 
He argues much better in theferies of his Difcourfe, where he fpeaks 
of the firtl Hebrew Letters which arecall'd Sam+itan, and are the an- 
cient Phoenician Characters. For the clearing of this i difficulty , he 
fets down moft of the Proofs which areufually alledg d cither of One 
fide or of the other upon this SubjecT: : Then he concludes, m favour, 
of them who affirm with Ludovicns CaptUs and Father Morw, accor- 
ding toSt.jWs.and the ancient Jem Opinions, that the Letters 
calPd Samaritan* which the Sdmaritant at preftnt makeufii of,<aft 
the ancient and M Hebrew Gharato; He has joynd w^rrtHis 
Oueftion another as famous <a oheamonjgft the" Criticks, cohcer'ning 
the Antiquity of the Vowel Points in the Hebrew Text I V and after 
having obferv'd, that this laft difficulty belong not dhly t6 Gram- 
mar butalfo to Divinity, he declares, that he * more obi g d to fol- 
low the truth, than the Opinion^ to<HiVPi><»tJia«m who beheve 
we cannot make- the Points'* tHeHebrtw Te*t tobe^f late in** 
tion, without deftrOVing the holy Scriptures, and a* the fmc time 
defending ci *cJA Opinions : 
daciipJocinh, necneganda vel 

mm aliqui ea abnuntw \ whereby he lhows, that he was pat at • » 
convince by B mctmf* Regions agaiiiftC^, to ptove the Anriqui- 
n 06 Points. Where^e he fets down at length the Proofr both of 
Ihe ene fide and the other", and at the fame time anfwers Mfi 
Reafons, and thofe Who foll6W his Opinion. 
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Criticifm ufon 4* 5, 6, and 7 Prolegomena'* 
before the Englifh Polyglotte. 

* 

* 

, TT T Alton in his \tk Difcourfe treats of the fcveral Editions of 
Proleg.4. W the Bible . And firft of aM 0 bf« ves, that the nrft Originals 

of the, holy Scriptures being wholly loft, and the Copies having been 
writ out by men who were liable to miftakes, divine Providence has 
however preferv'cl thefe holy Scriptures , and hinder'd any thing 
from l\apning to them which might obftruc* our Faith. But all men 
agree not about this Angular Providence of God, which Walton with 
the other Protcfiants lays down. It is true that he grounds it upon 
the Authority pf tjie Church, whom God, he fays, intrufts with his 
Oracles, and which is the true pillar of Faith. He affirms then, that 
this Church has always had pious and learned men, who have had 
the care of reviewing and correcting the faults which hap'ned to thefe 
divine Copies, through the faults of Tranfcribers. This he attributes 
chiefly to thefe laft Ages, wherein the Church according to him has 
done all as poffibly it could, for the preferving of this divine Pledge. 
But as theft Revifors were not infpir'd by God for the reviewing of 
thefe Copies, and that befides they had not the Originals to compare 
them with, it is to be fcar'd that they have not exa<% corrected 
them i and inftead of their being reflor'd in thefe latter Ages, 1 am 
of opinion they are in fome places lefs exad* than they were hereto- 
fore. We need only read the Hiftory of the Hebrew Text, which I 
have given in the two firft Books of this Work to be wholly convine'd 
Rnift 1 ad hereof. When St. Paul laid that the Church was the pillar and 
Hit. !£ ground of Truth, he underftood not thereby the Grammarians or 
Criticks, who have corrected the Copies of the Bible, but he meant 
that we ought not to fearch for the truth of Religion but in the 
Church, who alone is poiTefs'd of the Scripture, becaufe (he polTtiTes 
the true fence thereof. Wherefore although there were no Copies of 
the Bjblc in the World, Religion would be preferv'd, becaufe the 
Church Would always fubfift. This is the Fathers Opinion upon 

this 
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Book* Hi. v 101 / . 

v Onint which iT-ftwfeems to deviate from, to agree ;betterwith 
thisPoht, wnicn wr «» 0 f no Tradition of the 

ft ffift do him this juftice, that he has in 

I2£&k ^ the Fathersof theCouncilof fm 

^f^^h(^d[^C^^^^W^ hefpeaks 
Afterhaving ipoM 01 rnc ^ p whichheafcrlbesto 

of the ft^™i^5C2SSi in his time, over which he pre- 
Efdm> and the great »g^™ J'J^ notmng for certain 

T aW ffK3theyhave faid fo many things which are 
Jms. On ^g^»i!^ iet fon to doubt of every thing. It 
not at all probable, {hit ' w« haverea ion fr ^ 

? ^"^J**^™ 2 1 their holy Copies, and that 
Slo^^ 

£* in Wew which were 9 ^the Church has 

As for what M> ^J a ^S & or of declaring ant 
not thepowcr^of^ that they 

to be fo, unlets it ha « ^"Kooooy cxpWrfd in a gooi 

were writ ;by men tag ** ^ZtiXXm^^^ 
<«*• ™* wSl^ »nd which the CatMf 

Books which th J^W^t^Sfc/s* Jtrm, who in many Mtm 

*?* "ffi wtks ' wl^!&^«»* » theopinion of the « ta 
places of his Works, when ne rf ^ fame d inc Auth Lib. 

W, ^»^5JStK"^CMoo, gives however the 
,ity, as thofe contain d wttnir i ins j j *#£mtfk the holy 
Church the power of facing the book j rf ^ ^ of ^ 
Scriptures. Hiwc ta y 5 "J L^Jf* crbtHrarnm fatti* com**- 
dith\ Synod* VOum mnnmm ^^J^Zoki which were J#JJ. 

r fcb J^ Wrf^^^ as thofe which -^ff. 
writ ^iSTSte andthfiaeifonlicrfw^ becaufethere 
were writ ^^ffceffion of Prophets as before. But as we 
has not been as l on g as the Jevijh Common-. 

iifisr^ 
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the.firft Book of this Work, of the feveral Hebrew Manufcript Co- 
pies, where we fnay co* red; what Walton has not exactly fet down \ 
and befides I mall treat hereof more largely iri the laft Chapter of this 
Book. Let us now go to Walton's 5 th Difcourfe, where he fpeaks of 
the different Tranflations of the Bible in general. 
Proleg.j. As he has fpoken particularly of rnoft of the Tranflations, which 
he.in this Difcourfe fpeaks of in general, we need not fpend much 
time hereupon. Wherefore I (hall only obferve, that Walton here 
affirms many things which are not wholly certain : As when he fpeaks 
of the Armenian Tranflation by St. Chryfojiom i of the Tranflation in- 
to the Valmatickjonguc by St. Jerom \ .of the Tranflation into Scla- 
vonic^ Cyril or Methodius > of the Tranflation into Frenchhy Charles 
V. all this is very uncertain, and moft of it falfe. For the Armtri- 
ans ) for example, deny that St, Chryjofiom made the Armenian Tran- 
flation, which fome make him to be the Author of i they only fay 
there was one made in his time. There is nothing in St. Jemfs 
Epiftle to Sophroniuf, of 'this Father's havjng tranflated the Scripture 
into the "Dalmat\c\ Tongue, as Walton affirms > but & Jerom there 
onjy fays, that he has corrected the ancient. Septuagint Tranflation, 
to give it to them who fpoke his Tongue* to wit, the Latins, as we 
may kfily find by reading of this Epiftfo ; and not the Dalmatians: 
Hitron gttorm •■ Septnaginta, fays he, Iranflationem diligentijftme emendatam, 
Sophr.Ep. oiim tne* Lingua hominibm dederim. Charles. V. al/b was never fuppo- 
1 34> fed to have made * F tench Tranflation ofthe Scripture, although there 
. was one ; translated out of Latin into French in. his time, JWhausmoft 
. ; i remarkable in this 51k, Difcourfe olWaltpn's is y that bdeaves the.In- 
terpretation of the Scripture to the Church > this he however does 
very obfcurfcly, fuppofing that the fence of the Saiptuie -depends 
upon, the ancient Tranflations which were authoriz'd by the Church. 
Profeg.*. Verfianum an^qaamm & q** audortia?tm.inEcckfm pura&primxvci ojth 
P a 8- 34« mbant coHatio ad verm SvtylMfwjmwMM-&. obfi^kclieiendum 
* multum lum afferre\nemo negaverit^ui anim P^P m 4^h Vtrbumpa non 
' in litem fwk impn fts t f(d in verofenfnverkoM^ 
melius explicare poteji, qttam Ecclefuvera, cmfandum hoc depofiutm C\m- 
fim commifth qu<e per verfwnes varias genttinum t'jusfenfum quafi'per manus 
traditttm ab Apoliolis, & ab Ecclefiftmm Rctioribus acceptum pdelitcrpo- 
JterU.tranfmittit. Thefe are the words which feem to favour the Tra- 
dition, which the Fathers of the Council have in a manner made 
c^ual to the wore! contain'd in the holy Scripture* 

mi- 
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Walton in his 6 ^ ^feourfe, where he examm _ 

ture, as well 

any various Readings in the »^wT£* n* thisWim, That 
as'in ^er Book, Uys do^ 

„o one : can deny but that tnereare ™» ip f 0 Hebr*ofextuVe- 
and'Ncw Teftamenf. » Van hoc tefientur tot varies 

ur»&Novi*fammn>ne^ Th|s 

tates etc Codicibm Mamfcrtpw £ "W^^a and judicious Prote- 
he proves by the teftimony of the moft ^ hehas fet 
Hants, 'who are of the fame : opinion. J^gJ; fome fcrupu lous 
down the teftimony ^ thefe learned men, to l *» s ious Rcadin&s in 
perfons, who imagine that we ^^^r^ Hefore- 
the Scripture, without ruining the* rmcicn ^ Ms 
ftalls even' the Objections which £Wg ™ c J^ thefe various 
account, is if it was more: ? oper who a y to aft 
Readings, which may «« k the collecting of the 

ClUd o ""Sm^ Kftr SU. ntetum Militates non 

ff Heat the fame time lavs ^^ m S ot hers, heprefer? the 
cilingof the various Reading and ^ mongit ^ 
moft ancient Copies before the moae t . g no , 

him they come mgher the Onwnri in be feen fa th ^ ft 

true in the Hebrew Copies of he B b e, as^ rn y d . fcufsJd Tq 
Part of this Work where ^his J ^^ffic dpfa^of. the J> 
conclude: ^/to« herein wholly a B^ w ^ eallly to change 
tholiek Church, when he •J^^^ to the Judgement -of 
the ancient Read.ng, b ^ b a ^ wh at might be corredted : 
the Church, whodoes n °l™*]*™% per om ma qua comaione egtre 
Ecclefi* Authors Books, 

videntur cmigit. As t^meXes wholly agrees with the fo;mcr, 
as w cU asP^«» v hefometim« wn J * h D . forders thelnno- 

^h^fevery -o^s he fets down Hc^^ dcfp i 5 ;d both the 
vators of his time had made m * g ^ ^ hc can 

Church and Tradition * *^^JSrthe CrtW* This we may 
from their Opinions, and t ^^ ifcoulfe . Udoricm Capcllns 
ca ni y obferve ^^^^^v^Vx^^ LndmcmC^ 

^<^^^^^ and integrity cf ,hc W 
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faiftC time proves, that the Jews have never defignedry corrupted 
their Copies. Although this Opinion is true, he however defends it 
by certain Reafons which are not convincing i as when he has re- 
courfe to the divine Providence of God, who would not according to 
him fuffer the holy Scriptures to be corrupted. This however is not 
the Opinion of moft of the Fathers, who have affirm'd that the Old 
Teftament has been corrupted by the Jews, and the New one by the 
Heretkk? i they for all that acknowledged the Providence of God ; 
Wherefore we ought to bring other Proofs, to (how that the Jem 
have not corrupted their Copies, than thofe drawn from this divine 
Providence. Neither do t find the other Proof which he draws from 
the Authority of the Church, who keeps the holy Scriptures as a 
pledge* to be wholly convincing. The Church has continually pre- 
rcrv'd the Truths contain'd in the holy Scripture, but it has not for 
all that given the Spirit of Sincerity to Tranfcribers, who writ out 
the Copies of the Bible, and has not hinder'd them from altering of 
their Copies. I am alfo of opinion that the Copies corrupted by the 
Heretickfy cannot be corrected by thofewrit out by the Catholicity it 
was impoffible to make this diftin&ion, efpecially in. Manufcripts. 
Wherefore this prefervation of the Bible in the Church, can relate 
only to the Bible in general, and not in particular: For this is cer- 
tain, that there has not only feveral Alterations hapned to the Scri- 
pture, but thai part of the Books have been loft, and that what we 
at prcfent havi is only an Abridgement^ more large and ancient 
Records, which the Jem heretofore had in their Regiftries. Some 
Fathers have beett^-opinion, that the Jem put only in this Colle- 
ction what they thought fit, and they have not-herein dealt fincerely : 
But however it is, this is at lcaft certain, that moft of the fathers 
had not recourfc to.divine Providence, for the reftoring the Originals 
of the Scripture. 

In fome places of this Difcourfe Walton is not very etfadt ; as 
where he affirms, that Buxwfeh great Bible printed at Bafil is more 
corred* than the 2d. Ed ition^hercof at Venice; which is not true i 
and he has iudg'd hereof only by Buxtorfs tcttimony, who commen- 
ded the new Edition which he publifh'd : Thofe Authors who colled* 
only what they have read out of others Books, ufually commit thefe 
Tmul. de fort of Miftakcs.. It is alfo probable that he ftretches lertuUian s Opi- 
/Mfcr/pr. nion toofar, when he affirms that in his time there were Originals 
MvcrGH*- of the New Teftament. TertttUian on the contrary in his Book of P«- 
firipthny feems to have obferv'd a clear different method from this v 

for 
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fclfin its purity in the A P^?'^SL « KitOiig of fome 

Fidti CbrtfltM*, ate erit ww* r hutches is according to ttruMm „ t , c. 19. 
bliftYd by the ApQltles in ^.ff^^T^Wl*" of 
the trueRule lof Faith, and, ^J^^l^^Ulm 
the NewTeftament. Where to* we. ° u ^* nals f the Scripture 
whether we have any very S"^ t ^X upor? the Scriptures, 
or no, fmceReUgiondepen^ not whdh/ upon ^^^j inalso £ 

What Proofs can mitan bring i to (tow, t m ™TZ£ he firft 
the Bible have not been corrupted in without there 

knows whatreatty belong! jtc f'^^^Zlo^ it > We 
be a Rule precedent to ^JJ'Sa SjSfc «« <* the holy- 
may then regulate the Difticulties ™™™/ h( . (otc the Scriptures, 

Scriptures, by ^I^^^JZm^^^ 
and not wholly by thofe ^^^ Uon affirms, that wc 
fenthave. In a word fit be , ^ havcthem , torC gulate 
ought, by thefe Originals, _as w « ft t p«ic u ^ Tranflatio ns> 
not only the Difficulties of R™&™> Difputcs betwixt the Prote- 
ct Rule can there be for ^f^^^bfScriptuie.even. 
fiants Socman ^^thoX ^ this-firft Rule, they 
in Matters of Importance ? Without twy rece _ 

can haveno other but Reafon f ^S^^ humane Rea- 
on cannot be divine, Cnce it « V™™^ * th is Propofition 
fons. We ought ^^^^^^ 
of ffrtert * Hebratcos Vftv* f™£ Fide & Ktiighae contra- 

fniJTe & adhuc tfcmtbenucos, ad He fopke then as 

% mneftverfiinesVTob m & tradition, he 

a Proteftant, and mother places where nc ciww 
fpeaks as a Catfolieks, 

Bee* 
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' feefi^es : This other Argument if in the'fame place, That 

our Saviour and his Apoftles would not have quoted the Old Telia- 
raent for the confirming of their Dodbine, it the » Copies of thofe 
Times had not agreed with the fir ft Originals, feems not to me to 
be whbliycbnvincingV The Apoftles tyotad the Books ofj Scripture 
as they tKen were,- and r whecheHhey' >wcre- corrupted or no, their 
Quotations worfcM rio alteration therein i and therefore we odghf to 
torch for other Proofs 1 thin 'this,- to (how that the Copies of the Bi- 
ble in our Saviour's time agreed with the ancunt Originals. We 
ought n6t to argue about the Scripture, as about moft other Acls 
which we 4xq not oblig'd to believe, without they agree exa&ly with 
their Original. But the Scripture, whether k be corrupted or not, 
• • may be quoted as an authentick Aft, when it is prefcribd within 
: the limits we have alreacjy allow'd it, that is to fay, when it agrees 
with theDgdririeof the Church i and in this fence it is that the ba- 
thers faid, that the true and pure Scripture is only to be found in the 
Church, and that it alone is polTefs'd thereof. As the ancient Here- 
. ticks had corrupted the Text Of the New Teftament, and that it 
was impdltible wholly to reftore it without the firft Originals, the 
^Fathers had ail of them recourfe to the Copies which had been 
preferv'd in the Church, becaufe they could not be fufpeded to have 
been corrupted, although it's poffible thev may have been corrupted. 
Thus the Providence of God has preferv'd the Scripture in the 
Church, by preferving therein the purity of Doclrine, and not by 
bindriog the Copies of the Bible fr6m being corrupted. , 
Proleg.43. Walton however thinks we do theChurch injury, in faymg.the has 
Coll. 1. f uf f er >d t hefe Copies to nave been corrupted, as if God had been ob- 
lig'd to work Miracles for the preferving of them whole. But tor as 
much as our Faith may fubfift without them, there was no necet ity 
fqr God to preftrve the firft Originals of the Bible entire, hnce he has 
hft the trueWtrineto the Church, by which we ought to regulate 
lb. Coll,2. the, Boote' of the Scripture: • ' Waltm* according to his own principle 
oblig'd to hkve recourfe to this Rule, and to contefs that there are no 
true Originals f>f the Scripture at prefent without fault, and thacjt 
is impoffiblc to find any. He moreover adds, that God m#t iwfcca 
have hindred' theTr^fcribcrs from falling into Errors, m tnewr - 
ting out of'thcir Copies, but "that -this.- w?s not neccflary. rotm 
MtdimVe'ulomnes Stribmab errdM 'ami immuAeSipr^hn : hoc veto mi 
fabientUhaud cmgmum videbatur, qui Uborm ^Mgmtmmpmv 
ftrvandU & conigendis Codicibm adbibendamvolnit; mdt & altq"^ 
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t f Z^lfm ButTow cpuld Walton juftifie that the fruits in the 

Which makes » no^n T ~ 1 * 

commimbantlLcclefM,? 
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the Bnglifli Polyglott. 

un has fet ^wn raftW^ties ^^-riW iW MM * «» 
And he f«.ns ^^^J^^S^&^»i^> 
whenMy?,*^ 
afta^^exwfehaKS^ 



■ 



8W*ic.U1. < tS8 ) C h a p. XXlIl- 

Iht Skatifys on the contrary wholly applying themfelves to the 
traintaining the Traditions of their Fathers, and fearching after only 
the Allegorical fence of the Scripture, could not methinks be the 
Authors of aC*iticifrnupoti the TeKt of the Bible. Walton however 
affirms, they begun then to follow exactly the Letter of their Text 
without troubling themfelves about the true fence : Tunc eriim incept 
vunt ^valdefikdkfi^t^ UgH^mictm^ ventmejut fenfum& obfervatio- 
ttttn partem cvrantet* But we ought rather to fay, that they neglected 
hoth the Text and the fence thereof s it is not ufual for Preachers 
as the fbmfus were^ to ftudy the Criticifm of the Bible, and to ar> 
ply themfelves i t© the eorre&ing of their Copies. 

Although Walton has collected what concerns the Mafforet out of 
Buxtorfs Books, he has not however follow'd his Opinion concer- 
ning the ufefulnefs of the Mtffmti he has preferr'd the Opinion of 
Capellus and Father Morin, and therefore he with thefe two Authors 
largely treats of the frivolOusNicetlesof the Mafforet : We may how- 
ever fay, that neither Capelm nor Father Morin underftood the anci- 
ent way of putting the number pf the Verfes at the end of the Books. 
We ought ifct to blame the Jem, for being the firft who invented 
thefe fort of Niceties, which were at that , time income fort ufeful. 
Every Writer at the end of his Book fet down the number of Verfes 
therein contatn'd, that Tranfcribers might add nothing in the wri- 
ting of it out, becauft by the number of Verfes we underftood how 
itoaiiy words there were, and thusnothmg could be added to a Book 
but would be eafily perceivU Butth* have for particular Rea- 
tbi«, fas ha* already ibeci^obferv'd, changM the nature of the Ver- 
fes v the lines were with theminftead of the ancient Verfes, which 
at firft Weteonly Lines i and as each Line contained fo many words, 
it waaeafie thereby to know how many words were in a Book. 

The ftm, who underftood n6t thtfe Beginnings have invented 
many pleafknt Storks upbrtf this account, and there have been many 
'CbtijUmi who haVe too etifilybeliev'd them. Wherefore Walton had 
tcafonto reject ) the Opinion of thofe who have too ralhly credited 
what they had read irt the&*U f bt Books y but he could notaicend to 
thefourceof all, nor correct the Opinion of the Jem, becaufethe 
Authors he copi'd ftom had contented themfelves barely with oppo- 
fing theM^we*, without particularly examining what might have 
occafion'd the M^efcamongft tne^K Tm^has^occafion'd many 
frivol things ¥6 tev^beerf faliH)Oth'(jF^ fide and the other, be- 
caufe, as I have already fer^ifhown, meri have been ignorant of the 
orft grounds of this Majforet^nd confidently of its true ufe. As 
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As for (he various Readings which the Jmt call Kert and Cctib, 
Walton gives the Catalogue thereof, which CapeVus had <wJ^N./n 
his Criticifm > but he would have <tone better to have letfen d the, 
number hereof, than with Capefa to have augmented Aem. It is 
true that by comparing feverai Manufcrtpfs With the bjtf Editions, 
of trie Bible, we find not that there is any Hated number y but on the 
other fide if we follow the exatf Rules of Criticifm, we Oiall not 
multiply the various Readings Of a Book, by reafon of Tranfcribers 
faults which may be found in different Copies. This however is Cp 
tetm and Walton's method, whereas I in the : ijr. Book of this Criti- 
cifm have leflen'd the number of Keri's add Of*, byconfulting of 
good Manufcripts of the Bible, wherein I have found feyer than m 
fheprinted ones. We ought to follow this fame method as well in 
correaing the Hebrew Bibles, as incorredhng all other Books, where- 
as that has been call'd a various Reading, which was a manifeft Error 
of the Tranfcribcr. But becaufc the Jem, who look upon all things 
a mjaerious, have taken thefe KerX fand Cetib, to be fo, they have 
ca3y prefervMthenumberof thefe Varieties, as if God was ^the 
Author oV them. CMtm and Walton, who were of opinion that 
there wasnomyftery herein, ought not methinks to have counted 
hem fo exactly , becaufc they who underftand not Hebrew think 
toare fo man^ various Readings, whereas moft of thefc Varieties 
confift only in Niceties, which proceed only 
have beenVniftaken. Wherefore weought not to wondfer at : the rmany 
various Readings, which Walton makes to amount to i i7j. thn i be- 
TnScS^Accounti but we ought to examine thofe which 
arfrealVarieties, and prefervethemin theMargmof the Text, reie- 
^hofcwha are manifeft Errors of Tranfcribers, and then the 
SberofWsandCe»^ or various Readings, will be much lefc 

det confift Niceties of no moment, becaufe when .the 
£ xS JnSi. their Critical Obfervations upon the Text of the Bi- 

"and therefore they could 
ble, their ^opie^gicc impottance . Whereto we may add, 

t a hat thffin^li C^Xfc various Readings differ moft 
f IhZL «eta another obferves that Fel.x Prate rfr was 

itssWto^ fa « whcre he had wt:: 
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Wherefore it is fit we mould underHand that the Jews wereus'd to 
put thefefort of Catalogues, at the beginningor the end of their Ma- 
nufcript Copies, with ieveral other Critical Obfervations concerning 

the MatforeU „ , „ ... .._ , , 

I know not why Walton fpeaks here of the Jemjh Cabbah, by rea- 
fon of the Majfom, pretending that thefe words both of them iignuie 
tradition, and that, as he obferves, the fame Science among!, the 
Jews is indifferently call'd Cabbale or Majforet : Eadem Sctentia apud 
Judtos tarn Cabbala qttam Majfora dieitur. Thefe two things however 
differ much one from the other, although they agree m Name for 
the Majforet is only a Criticrfm upon the Hebrew Text, whereas the 
Cabkle relates only to the Explanations of the Law, as God gave 
them to' MS)?/ upon the Mount Sinai according to the Jem, and 
fome ridiculous Traditions which they fay come From this Mountain, 
although they differ from thofe .comprehended in the Majfora. 
Wherefore Walton might have left out what in this place he fays con- 
cerning the Cabbale, and its different Species's, becaufe it has no re- 
lation either to the Text of the Bible, or to the Tranilations, and is 
of no ufe at all in the Criticifm of the Hebrew Text, which he treats 
of throughout this whole Difcourfe, where the buhnefsis not about 
giving Rules for the explaining of the Scripture-Text, but the va- 
rious Readings only of this Text. f . fi , lt fl) 
Walton after having fpokeof the Hebrew Text of the Bible, falls 
afterwards upon the Tranilations i and firft of ail examines the an- 
cient Greek Septuagint Tranilation, which lie highly commends, 
and leaves out nothing which may be faid in its advantage, only he 
isnot ofopinionthatitwasinfpir'dbyGod, becaufe that would not 
agree with his Syfttm, which is to prefer the Original Hebrew before 
all the Tranilations which are only humane. He fets up the Authori- 
ty of this ancient Greek Tranilation by the Book of ArijUm, whom 
he calls * faithful Hitman : Hijloriw fide dignm, &omi exception 
. major. He adds to if Arifiobulttf, a Jew by birth .and Pcripa- 
tetick Philofophcr, Jofiphm, Philon, the ancient Jcwf Dodors of the 
feW, and mottohhe Rabbins: But, as has already been oWerv d, 
Atftm** Book was feign'd by the ancient HtVenift Jem, which np 
one can read without perceiving of evident Marks of its being tcign d. 
The Books of Arijhbulw, and fome other ancient Authors, wno 
have writ fo much in favour of the Jews, have been i!fo > feign d , 
whereto we may add, that Walton here confounds this Arijtobuto 
With another Arifiobulm, fpoke of in the 2 d Book of the Maccabees. 
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As f„, »»d Mm, «hcy have bid nod. jW* X* Auto 

monyof this faU : Arificlmhu > and we , may fey tha ■ «hele ttu 
aK «ty little exa<9, in what concern! ithcOtogr <» *! ^ ^.j. 

on, a„I cfpecially M^-"S° ^lho«. exa- 
quity of his Nation in all Authors, without having mr B> w; 

S.Jdthem. As for the Dote, of th e T* ^ 
they are divided upon this account, befides that in me 1 

Se^uagintTnn^ 

ry one moreover knows, that feveral Jim k : i b « fc ^ 

alledges »»W*U«^"S5E! SftS'5 *«* " c 

not at all probable. As tne rai "f" fl . t hev have commended 
Scripture but ^ 

it as much as pofliWy they could, wuna o d 

they faid was true or no i wherein thjOT aw o bein 

for what they faid, ^ - ■^fifcff to U^, The 

Greek then was, the Apoftks and i"" l ^ e Rble before the and- 
doubt haveprefar d the Hebrew Text ot tt» t £ eo fpeak exactly 
ent Greek Septuagint Tranflation. It we i wouui v r ^ 
upon this Bufinefs, we mull ^' c ^°*^ an d the hrft 
m ine the Reafons which ^Sc^k^O-ttai. . 
Fathers, »c««^ related iby J* 
To proceed ; Although i give no « CUI , f u rhat u fti- 
jfci, Lc^ingthcSpua^Tijui^^ mproperly 
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mended this ancient Tranflation, was not of opinion that the LXX1I 
Interpreters were infpir'd by God i and he for this relyes upon the 
Hiftory of the fame ArijUtts, who has obferv'd that thefe Interpre- 
ters confulted together to find out the bett Tranflation, whence he 
concludes that they were not Prophets. But Tbilon has however ac- 
knowledg'd them to be Prophets, although he was perfwaded that 
they had had long Confultations together, to agree upon the true 
Tranflation offome difficult words. Befides, the Apoftles have been 
directed by the Spirit of God in all their Decifions, when they were 
met together, and yet they have confulted together upon the Difficul- 
ties which hapned. The UmcWaltm adds, there had been no need 
for fo many Interpreters, nor for their throughly undemanding He- 
brew, if the Authors of this Tranflation had been Prophets : But I 
find not that the number of Interpreters, or the undemanding of 
Hebrew, has any thing contrary to Prophefie r and therefore Walton 
had no reafon here to quit the Opinion of the Fathers, upon whom 
he rely'd for the authorizing the Hiftory of Arijl£us t if he had not 
defign'd to prefer the Original Hebrew before ; all the i Ttanflations. 
WaUon alfo feems not to have ferioufly enough confider d Anjiofo- 
toi's Work, when he proves by the teftimony of this Author, the 
truth of the Hiftory of the LXXU Interpreters i and a little after- 
wards^ affirms, there was no other Greek Tranflation of the Law 
of Mofit before theSeptuagint, although Aridobulus has in his Work 
affirm'd the contrary. 

As for the number of the Books of the Bible which were tranfiated 
intoQreek by theSeptuagint, WtUna had no reafon to fay, that we 
Ought not herein to fet any great value upon St. Jeroms Authority, 
who feems to be of a contrary Opinion to him upon this Point. Ua 
the contrary, Sr. ought to be preferr'd before all the other Fa- 
thers, becaufe he has more exarruVd this Matter than they. We 
plainly fee throughout all his Works,that when he afenbes the Tran- 
<lation*>fall the OUTeftament to the LXX Elders, he fuits himfe f 
to the common Opinion of that Time i but when he will freely fpeak 
his mind, he follows the Opinion of JofefbHt, and the Jem or his 
Time, who affirm'd that Ptolomy had caus'd only the five Books of 
Mofes to be tranfiated into Greek. Walton in this fame place fets down 
many other things which feem not to be exadt, and which have no 
other gnound but the prejudice he had for the Scptuagint. No one, 
-fo»examp)e,. doubts, but that under the Name of Latr, are very ot- 
to* comprehended ailtheBoQks of theQldTeftament v butthe Q^ 
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ic hnw we oueht to explain the ancient Authors, when they 

they meant only the five Books of Mofes , and «hei^ ^ w^ch 
will fays upon this account, and has taken out of Father Morm s 
Books, is not convincing. , ♦w t u P c e otua- 

He indeed confefles, 4*tW^™^?ra^^% 
gtnt had tranfiated only ^^^T^IM &ht 
fame time oppofes Jofephut with AnftobulHt : S o ffltfh, lays ne, 

rttrC coridohiK that AffiMm is a feign'd ftuthot, and that he 
MuSfSSXal tawte he relates = B «££ 

jefts them as a Story invented by the Wh4 [Jgfc^J, con . 
cermngthe ^ • woro . w ^ ^ M ^ 

0t im;il notflay h«e ^^J^SStB^^ 
Difcourfc, foi having too eafdy credited/ ^ T„„n«ion. I 

,y of the falfe f^SaSS^SSSVt theSeptuagint 
(hall only add, that I » not ^f^S^^T i„ft«Jof the 
Tranflation was pabhckly MMd . ■ *e ^Sh'itotMmJ, 
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nation of the Hebrew Text, jutt as in the Places where Chaldee was 
fooke the Hebrew Text was explain'd in Chaldee, that the People 
niiaht underftand what they read. If Walton had fenouily confider'd 
the Nove^o(%flinian y which he in the fame place quotes, with Cm- 
us's Obfervation thereon, he perhaps would have been ot another 
Opinion*: For it is certain that in Juftiman s Time, the Jms read 
theSeptuafiintTranilation in their Synagogues or Schools, as an In- 
terpretadon only of the Original Hebrew, which.they have continu- 
ally read to fulhl the Commandment of the Law, although it was 
undeiflood but by very few People. 



CHAP. XXIV, 

A Critkifm upon the 10, n, n, ij, 14?^' 
legomena'* before the Englifli Polyglott. 

r«L i 0 TN his io** Difcourfe Walton commends the two ancient Latin Edi- 
ft* io. | « »s have bec|| auth0ri2 »d by the Rjw^ 

ChuX and at the fame time he calls this the 
World, commending it for having always exactly obferv d the anci- 
ent Traditions : Ecclefta Komana 9^tr^^ E ^J^!T 
per mm*,- & antiqnarum Traditionum tenactffimafwt. Thi ^"Cient La- 
? n Edition whicn had been madefrom the Septuigmt, and had for a 

ongtebe7nus>d in the Weftern Church, was not ho = *. 

out faults, and the Interpreter does not a ways feem^o . have undo- 

flood the Greek of the Septuagint, which tlLXton^a u! 

which few perfons underftood. It is true that ^ sTra . nfla " on . ,s p v r f 

rbVby «afoh cf ks being us'd for feveral 
. Church of the World v but it was not for all that ™re exaO, or 

agreed better with its Original. TheChurch, who preferves with 

inkfelFthe truth of ^^^-^^7^^^^ 
.bk bv this truth, .ndnot by the exaftnefs of 
may oe mffefan : Wherefore (he has often agkftc* ^ 
fauUf thefe fame Tranflatta, ^^dl ttat 
although they agreed not exad/y with the Originals. ?h * 
underltood not, when he Co freely afhrm'd that this ancient Eduion, 
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which was us'd by the Latin Church for the 

really authentick, becaufe it had been made from the Greek , *ptut u* 
Snt; which accotdin&to him was not authentick, and that the 
ChurcMf K^oofd not.have rejected it, and put another in its 
ftead, had it been authentick. . . 

Bu\the,eisno^ 
all the qualities which requires, nor that "A"^. 1 ^? 
by God, as I have by feveral Reafons ttiown in the a* Booh ot this 
cWm, where I have expWd how not : only .the : Original of the 
Bible but alio the Tranilations, may be all authentick every one in 
ft mw I U ; a fanot true that the Church has rejected this ancient 
it has only prefer*! Sr. Ml nev, .one befor 
the ancient one, becaufe it was clearer and lefs intricate , and thus 

tick ahhouah thev have each of them their faults. 
"Is fa. IhfpSt Vulgar which is ufually afcrib d to St. Jam 
at leaft moft part of it, Walton praifes it ,n 
he' commends for his great Undemanding both in th * 
Chaldee Tongues > and he at the fame time 
aoorov'd of this Tranilation, as agreeing with the Hebrew text. 
8Kb fa mittaken, by giving the Teitimony <*J™^** 
binr, who only mention this Tianfla^^ 
readiiv whereas he .ought tojiave produced the Authonty of tf« 
Jem, who livM in St..>^s Time, andnotofK, 4*m*> 

"^££^1*** Vulgar has 

Se I do not believe that we can certainly prove the Vulgar not to 
£e Sr Ws i^ all th Places where he correct the ancient Vu gar, 
whe heVT hisOb rvatto and Commentaries upon the Scripture 
h hisEoiu es as Walton feems to have thought, with (everal 

& becaufe it follows not St- prim's own Corrections, r or 

to LvHcbr.* Qu«Bio«« upon G^, .nd .n. h» Com- 
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for fear of deviating from the Tranflation receiv'd in the Church: 

iProxaw in p e Hf^r^w transferens i fays he*, magti we Septua^nta Interpretum con'. 

Ecclefmjt, fftewJfai coaptavi. He fometimes in his Commentaries corrects his 
new Tranflation from the ( HebreW, asif it was not altogether exatf 
or rather St. Jerom has not been uniform in his way 6f tranilatihg by 
reafon of the uncertainty^' the Hebrew Tongtw. And therefore we 
ought not wholly to judge of 'the prefent Vulgar By his Commenta- 
ries and Treatifes, otherwife we may alfo fay that his Commentaries 
are nothis,becaufein other places he^ometimes deviates from thence. 
And beftdes we mould be oblig'd to approve of feveral faults of Tran- 
flation, which are in thefe fame Commentaries or Observations : So 
,that the prefent Vulgar is often- more exa& than St. Jerom's new 
Reformations, as may eafily beprov'd, by comparing his Queftions 
ti>pon Genefit with the Vulgar. St. Jerom in his Queftions upon Gene- 
fify has follow'd as-much as poflibly he could the Opinion of the Jews 
of his Time, whereas, in the making of his new Tranflation of Ge- 

' nefit % he deviated as little as poflibly he could from the ancient Vul- 
var, and other Tranflations in the Htxaplaffet of Origen. This we 
ought in general to obferve, if we will judge aright of the prefent 
Vulgar, which hinders not however but that in many places this 
Tranflation is compos'd partly of the ancient one, and partly of Sr. 
Jeromes new one, becaufe the ancient one has been quitted, and the 
new on« receiv'd but by little and little : And thus it was impoflible 
but that fomethingof the ancient one mould be lliU kept in. 

To proceed ; Walton underftood not what was meant by the word 
autbenticktYtherc the Vulgar is faid to be authentick » for we pretend 
not to exempt it from all faults, nor to make it of equal Authority 
with the firft Originals. Beftdes, he has not throughly examined rhe 
Authors, which he has quoted to prove that there were a great many 
Errors in this Edition, before the Decree of the Council of Trent; as 
when he alledges the Authority of ifiodom Clar'm, who according to 
him affirms, that he had found 4000 faults in the Vulgar. Molt of 
thefe pretended Errors of Ifiodorus are Chimerical, as may eafily be 
prov'd by the Corrections in the Vulgar which he has publiftYd. No 
one denies hut that there are faults in the Vulgar, but that hinders not 
but it may be faid to be authentick » and therefore moll of Walton** 
Arguments in this place, to (how that it is not authentick, are of no 
moment : As when he with Ves Marets fays, that if it had been au- 
thentick, Pope Clmtnt the VIII. would not haveapprov'd of Cretan's 
new Tranflation of the Yfalmss and there had been no necefllty for 

• J Pope 
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Pope Leo the X. to have engag'd Pagan to have made a new Latin 
Tranflation of the whole Bible. . 

Walton however could not but underftand what was the Opinion 
of the molt learned Dotes of the Church of Rome in this Point, for 
he fets it down at large in the feries of this Difcourfe i and he con- 
cludes, that if the Vulgar was declar'd authentick after the manner 
as Vega, James Lainez, Superiour General of the Jtfuits, Saw/w, 
and feveral other learned Divines have affirm'd it to be, we cannot 
fay that it is more authentick than the Tranflations of Pagnin, Leon 
de Juda, Caftalio, and Tremellius : But herein he is miflaken, not ha- 
ving underftood the meaning of the Council of Trent, who gave the 
Vulgar only this priviledgc by reafon of its Antiquity. And there- 
fore although it is in general true, as I have elfewhere fhown, that 
every Tranflation of the Bible made by learned, and not fufpefled 
perfons, is authentick, the Vulgar however has this advantage over 
all others, that it is the only one that has been declar d authentick by 
a general Council. This however (according to the judicious Ob- 
fervation of Cardinal Palavacini) hinders not, but that a new Tran- 
flation may be made both more exadr, and to agree better with the 
Original Hebrew > but it will not be of the fame Authority in the 
Church, as that which has been approvM of by the Church. 

What has made Walton to miftakc is, that he was of opinion, that 
there were only the Originals of any Ad which were really authen- 
tick, without confidering that the TraYillations of thefe Ads are alfo 
after their way authentick i otherwife if we take the word Men- 
tick in its proper fignification for an Original, there is no Bible at 
prefent which is really authentick, becaufe we have only faulty Co- 
pies of thefe firft Originals, which may be corrected in many places 
ly the ancient Tranflations. As for the modern Tranflations of the 
Scripture, we have reafon to fufpedt them, eipecially thofe made by 
the trotellants fincetheir Schifm i and this is the Reafon why theFa- 
thers of the Council of Trent wifely ordain'd, that of all the Latin 
Tranflations, the moil ancient only mould be publickly authoriz d, 
becaufe it was before all the Difputes, and therefore could not be 
fufoe&ed by any Party. They however rejected not the other Tran- 
flations, nor the Originals, having no other defign but to allay the 
Comroverf.es which daily arofe in the Church, by reafon of the mo- 
dern Tranflations of the Scripture, without throughly examining, 
according to the Rules of Ctiticifm, whether this ancient Tranfla- 
tion which they authom'd was altogether exadt or no. They give 

Z 1 Z lm$ 
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this liberty to perfons learned both in the Tongues and Divinity, fo 
thev us'd in publick the ancient Latin Interpreter, and preferred him 
before all the modernT.anflators,whcfc Trannations were not autho- 
riz'd either by long ufe, or any Decree. Thus the Vulgar Tranftation 
wasiTeclat'd authentick by the Fathers of the Council of Trent i but 
for asmUch as Walton was poiTefs'd with the ufual Prejudices of the 
Protefiants concerning the word Authentic^, he denies that the 
Church can declare any Books of the Bible authentick, afcribmg this 
power to God only i as if it wasneceitary for an authentick Tranfla- - 
tion to be in all points equal with its Original. Verfionem authenticam, 
fays he protrie hquendofacere non eft in Ecclefi* poteftate i ut enm Brum 
non Canonicm, non poteft Canonicum faeere \ fed tantum tefiijicari quofnam 
libros ipfapro Canonic* habet, & a majoribut reetpmt, fic non poteft Ver- 
fwnem authenticam vel cum Jextu original! tqualem facere \ hocemmfolim 
Dei qui divinam authoritatem cuilibet fcripto confine poteft. This Argu- 
ment of Walton's is a manifeft Paralogifm, becaufe there is a great 
deal of difference betwixt being Canonical or Divine, and being Au- 
thentick. God only can give a divine Authority to any Ad, whereas 
the Tranflation of an A& is an authentick Copy of this Act, when it 
appears to have been made by a skilful and unfufpecled perfon i and 
thus every Tranilation of the Bible is in this fence authentick, and 
confequently divine, becaufe it is the Copy ot an Act which m it felt 
is authentickand divine, unlefi the Tranftator has dealt treacherouily. 
The Council of Trent thought fit to declare authentick, for the ufe 
©f the Latin Church, only the Vulgar Edition, which had beenre- 
ceivM and approv'd of for feveral Centuries. 
Ppo1.ii. TUMI in his n tb Difcourfe fpeaks much better of the HebrewSa- 
maritan Pentateuch, and the Samaritan Tranilations : But as I have 
largely treated hereof in the two tuft Books of this Cmwfa it 
would be unneceffary to fpend any more time hereupon. 1 (hall only 
add, That it is hardly probable that the Samaritans have corrected 
their Copy in fome places in a publick AiTcmb y, in imitation of 
that which is commonly fuppos'd to have been he\d under Efdras: 
Walton who looks upon this Opinion as probable, has alledgd no 
proof hereof. Befides, the Hebrew Samaritan Pentateuch teems to me 
to be no lefs authentick, than the Hebrew Copy of the fame Penta- 
teuch us'd by the Jem, lince they are Copies from the fame Original, 
which differ only in Characters, excepting in fome various Reading. 
Waltan however denies the Hebrew Samaritan Pentateuch to be really 
authentick » but wc may as well deny the Hebrew Pentateuch ot the 
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W to be authentick, fince it is certain that their Copy is no lefs 
|Se than tha of the Samaritans; and if the Samaritans have no 
r^rfntVire becaufe they were Schifmatioks, we may alfo fay that 
TtoS^^&SfaatW" fe P" ated tVom the Church have 
no SKSa^ But as the Bible is in it iclf of a Divine and Ot- 

J£S lAu horitv it may be that the Samaritans had more corredt Co- 
nomcal Author ty, may o ^ £ ^ f 

5? s l Sb pkM amongft the Jem, whilrt they 
wer! rfOod, than amongft ti*8m*rimu, which were 

^S^fnhis r 2 th Difcourfe fpeaks pretty exaclW concerning the Pf0 U* 

P««h«f« Mlvhc follows the common Opinion, which 
Chaldean f»»P h " lc *» °" .u' of theParaphrafeuponthe?w/^«^, 

tJZ ^^IZ^"^Jin this place fay S , concerning 
^ Time !Z%a,bM and O^h, composed the.. ^"l*^^.- 

CTO x 6h ,Sl 0t £; R h thefe Paraphrafcare of ufe, theyhow- 
T ?™ foufrfulT»0;^ha S alfi.m'dtheyate, following hetc- 

^taUW^tt^ 1 am ofV.oo.Uay, 
we often find trora, wnui ^ y he Dm _ 

nity of the Word m the New i a m . and ^ 

fore all others i that ^'5J™r\ h ^ nt Editions. But, as 

Li n * 
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have put none at all,- that every one might have had the liberty to 
have tranflated the Text of the Paraphrafes, according to the fence 
which he thought was moft natural ♦ whereas, as thefe Paraphrafes 
are printed in the Englijh Polyglott, the fence is fometimes too much 
limited, becaufe fome Letters have been taken away, and Points or 
Vowels have been put in their ftcad. The Latin Tranflation of thefe 
Paraphrafes, which Walton affirms is the moft exact of all, becaufe 
it has been corrected, . is not wholly free from faults v fo that there 
are fome things yet which may be corrected. 
Prol, 13. . As for the JWiTranflations. which Walton has treated of in 
his 13^ Difcourfe, we may fee what I have faid of them in the 2* 
Book of this Criticifavthete I have particularly obferv'd their faults : 
Whence we may underftand, that tjiefe Tranflations as they arem 
the Englijh Polyglott, are not exa& i and befides,that the Latin Tran- 
flations of thefe Syriack Tranflations are full of faults, which Walton 
has let alone, although they wereeafieto becorre&ed.. Neither has 
he followed the beft Opinions* in fpeaking of the Nations wl xch at 
this day ufe the $ mek Tranflations of the Scripture : . As where he 
affirms > that the Uarionites were fo call'd, from a Saint of that Name, 
and not from a Hcretick call'd Maron i he ought to have behev d the 
Reafons which ftrongly defend this laft Opinion, before the Teftimo- 
nyoixteMarionites, who in this are not to be believ d. He befides 
makes Severn, Patriarch of Alexandria, to be the Author of a Syriack 
Liturgy, which he affirms is us'dby the Cofhtes; but befides that I 
am of opinion , there never was any Patriarch of Alexandria of this 
Name, the Liturgy or rather form of Baptifm which he fpeaksor, 
was made by 5ewm,Patriarch of Antioch, although the Latin lra»- 
flation has been printed under the Name of Severn , Patriarch of 

Alexandria,, „ „. „ f it _ 

He is lefs exa<St in fpeaking of the Chriftians of S' Ibom*, or the 
Nejlorians, which are fcatter'd about in the Indies, and tile alio the 
SyriackTotiguc in their Office?. He fuppofes they are all reunited to 
theChurch of Home, and that the Sjr/*^ Liturgy whichjheyatp,e- 
fent ufe, has been corrected by the Latin Church. But this is only 
true of a fmall number of thefe Nejlorians i and behdes, the other Peo- 
ple of the Levant, which Walton affirms are entirely fubje^ed to the 
Church oi.Rome, preferve to this day their ancient Belief *™^ erc ' 
monies, excepting a few which are indeed reunited to the bee ot 
Rom... What made Walton miftake was, that hebehev d all the Acfs 
oCReunion cited, by Baronius and Pojftvin, without examining whe- 
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ther they were true or no i or whether thefe Reunions were not dif- 
fen b ed i or laftly, whether there was only onepart of them which 
agreed I to them, ashapned among the Morians and Jacobites, who 
are at prefent divided upon this account. lT - 

VJL ferns alio noito have throughly read 
tionof the Old Tcftament, when he composed this Difcotttfe, be- 
aufe he would not elfe have propos'd it as an exact Rule whereby 
w fought uftifie the Original Hebrew. It iseettam there ts no- 
ting Lre uncertain than this Syria* reflation, wh>ch preKn 
ded to have been made from the Hebrew Text, at eaft as it is prin- 
ted he E«S hhf. It has much degenerated from. ts anc. at 

purity as haf been 3W*te*^&? k . < ttw?Z 

ta £Sf»5*-w» fomuehprepoffefs'd in favour of his Work, 
th^m^Z7rMAr a J^ <o be of much more Authority, 
A 'nhe ou'gnt 'to hive doVhad he fcrioufly r«d them over , fek 
here only of the JrMck Tranflations of < he „ 01 i Tc ^ mc "^"! 7,, /, 
feojtar of the Umm, and not of the «•» « » «« tha 
.hefe Trains ,£2J3^^2^ ■ 

Mm #, - f • K*^KL IhouW compare 

au»tm fim mn bibumt. It is grange T'T'Lt Tranflations, to 
?he faults of the Vulgar, with thot e of the AraW ra, ^ 
juftifie in fome fort the faults of the latter. In (peak mg o 
gar, he has highly commended . , and he ^""J" as {„,„' 
* ho was the Author c , it, « moft pre o.^ ^ ^ 

very underftandingin the holy taW^,,, E „ ots . ^ 
! L^dre o, M« k Lit was derive, and , here was 
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no neceflity for Walton to have corre&ed him for it, or that he fliould 
compare the faults of thisTranflation with thofe of the Vulgar. 

To conclude : As it .would be too long throughly to examine all 
Walton's Prolegomena's in particular, I defign to make a more particu- 
lar Criticifm thereon, in a new Edition of thefe Prolegomena's^ where 
the Authors (hall be mention'd out of whom Walton has made his 
Colle&ion, and the places wherein he is miftaken, whether it be in 
the Quotations, or the Confcquences which he has drawn from thefe 
fame Authors. Although his Collection is the belt that has been 
made upon this Subject, we may however fay, it would be much 
moreexad, if he had given only a bare Collection, in not altering 
the Authors which he has abridg'd, whofe terms he has yet pre- 
fcrv'd. 

The End of the Third Book. 

¥ 



A Catalogue of the chief Editions of the Bible, with 
fever al reflexions on the fame Subjeft. 

I Intend not here to make an exad Catalogue of all the Bibles 
that haw been printed, but onely to take notice of the chief 
£Md£E* regions ^ 
*f *u* RMHer We mav find in fever al Books the names 
nf ™ft nrinted Bibles but thofe who publifo thefe fort of Cata- 
f^effeC Kive their own obfervatfons to make us underftand 
S?5tEd£S. TC The Book which was printed at Lonhn i6£. 
called Elenchns Scriptornm in Sacram ~ n g^ 
o rat^naue of feveral Bibles, and in moft of them the year ana 
i£tfS5r ft£3 Mtionsare fet down, but betdes ttt *. 
Cfltaloeue is not large enough it is alfo not exaft, and beudes _rne 

in other printed Catalogues without correcting of the taults. 



Of Hebrew Billes. 

THE Hebrew Bibles are either -Manufcript or ^^"gft"* 

I onrl there are two forts of Manufcnpt Hebrew BiDies, inc 
moft Ixaft 0 ! W h?ch ar e thoft which are'publickly ufed m the 
slnLoeues the others which are lefs exaa arc onely for the uft 
ofoS wrfons As they readc in the Synagogues onely he 
IZTh Sfome other little Volumes of the Scripture, the 
wtole Bible U not fo cxadly writ as J the ^*>*£*g& 



(*) 

are at prefent to be found at Confantimple, Salonka and the other 
Towns of the Levant, whither they fled after having been dri- 
ven out of Spain. The Characters of thefe Copies are very fair 
and well proportioned. See what has been obferved on this Sub- 
ject in Chap. 2 1, 22, 23 . of the firft Book of this Ciriticifm. 

It is hard to find any manufcript Hebrew Copies of the Bible 
above 700 years old, and they have been all reformed by the 
Majforet. There have been points added to feveral which at firft 
were writ without points, lb that they who have added thefe 
points have left out marty of the letters called Ehevi, that is to 
fay the ancient vowels, to make them better agree with t\KMajfo- 
ret Copies. This we ought chiefly to take notice of in reading 
the old Manufcripts, and we ought not to believe that all thofe 
places we there meet with cor reded were before faulty \ but that 
they have onely been made to agree with the Mafforet Copies \ 
and this is the reafon why all the printed Hebrew Bibles do at pre- 
fent fo well agree, becaufe they have exactly followed the Maf- 
foret correction. 

vrhud Hi j*. As for the printed Hebrew Bibles there are a great many, and 
3ibl "' of all forts. We ought to prefer thofe printed by the Jem be- 
fore thofe which have been printed by the Chriftians. There are 
fo many niceties to be obierved in |he printing of the Hebrew 
Bibles either in the vowel-points or accents, that it is hard for 
Chriftians to be exact in thefe fort of Works. . 

Bomber gue has printed at Venice a great many Hebrew Bibles in 
all Volumes but themoft correct Edition is that in Folio, with 
the Chaldsean Paraphrafes and the Commentaries of feveral Rab- 
bins upon the Scripture Text, the great and little Majforet being 
thereto join'd, with a Preface of R. Jacob Haiim\ who made the 
collection of the Ma fret. Before this Edition Bombergue Jam 
publilh'd another in Folio in the year 1517- dedicated to Pope 
Leo X. where there alfo are the Targums or Chaldsan Paraphra- 
fes, with the Commentaries of feveral Rabbins ; but Eliot Leytt* 
and the moft learned Jem value not this Edition, becaufe the little 
Majforet which is in the Margin is very confufed. Felix Vratenfts, 
who took the care thereof, not throughly underftanding the Maf- 
foret, has not well collefted the various readings. If we would 
then have an exact Hebrew Bible, we muft go to Bomber gueh Edi- 
tion in Folio, where we find at the beginning the Preface of R. Jar 
cob Haiim> who was the firft who collected what he could find or 



/he firft »»«^;JSIa&ra Edition. 
,n i 5 «8. The »°»J™ "V to trfotra'd by the Inquifitors, 
are the beft. The fourth ms own mu i h 

efpecially in the Rabbm O^^ESrilUato, & 
SK S ESSaSftM 'fair as thofe of the former 

But although he affirms tnac ms tui fauks lfl 

other, the Jews ^^f^^t^Z^tbsmomof 
the Rabbins Commentaries ^^^SSSs, and has alfo 
Tranfcribers which were in former manufcript 
added others anew. We ^ » ^fo r - t | e correcting of 
Copies of thefe R* to n ft5^^S^t rather to have 
them in many /aces ^"^^ 0 ^e pdnting in the 
apply'd hunfelf "^^ESSto? peculiar ?o it felf 
Chaldee Text. This new ' ^ l 4"" ls gf this Text, and a 

many in XW, R^^^S^Mtom^; 
r«m«havealfc , pr j »«f*fe™^ffi by the J,m of It* mi 
a Catalogue of all the BAta p -n » ^ ft f 

Girmam ; I 'hall oneiy OUI " „ . F _„ r Lfi, r . UD011 the Oder. For 

Edition's of MS", a B n £f e SrnXl at of Sw 

fair qharafters there, arc few Bible ^ome § 

very conea T r h ? e 0 l s i ,rlnraT;<:r,anaisinuchraorecorrca 
Sew, »h ic t ls , ' rp « t S has alfo printfd feveral Ke- 
than the other m fi*>«»- J^'fvir Charaftcr, aha they are 
brew Bibles the bfft «f «hich bW 
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for the Reader. The Jews of Jmfterdam made a new Edition of 
the Bible in OZtavo in 1661. which is look't upon as a very cor- 
rect one. It has at leaft this coveniency that the Verfes are mark'd 
in the Margin, and therefore anfwers to our Latin Bibles and 
Concordances. Laftly, Jacob Lombrofo made a new Edition in 
Quarto in 1539. at Venice, and although the Hebrew Characters 
are not altogether fair, it has however at the bottom of each 
page fome little literal Notes which illuftrate the difficulties of 
the Text. Befides the .places of the Text are mark'd with an 
Afterisk where we ought to reade the Point or Vowel Camts by a 
Came ts Hatuph, that is to fay an 0 inftead of an a. 

The Jem have not onely printed their Hebrew Bibles com- 
pleat but they have befides feveral Editions of the Pentateuch of 
Mofes, and of the five Books which they call The five little Vo- 
lumes, becaufe thefe Books are convenient for them by reafon of 
their being read in the Synagogues, and they often join here- 
with the Targums or Chaldaean Paraphrafes, which ferve inftead 
of Glofles, and fometinles the Commentaries of R+fii who is 
their chief Anthour upon the Bible, becaufe he was a great Di- 
vine and very well underftood their Traditions. They ufually 
print thefe Pentateuchs in little Characters, for the more conve- 
nient carrying of them in their travels. 



Of thePolyglotte Bibles, with a Trojett for the making of 
a Folyglotte in abridgment. 

WE call thofe Polyglotte Bibles which are in feveral 
Tongues ; the Jem of Conftantinople have P"nted two 
Pentateuchs after this manner, in one of which we find 1 the 
Hebrew Text in large Characters in the midft, on one fide ot 
which is the Targum or Chaldasan Paraphrafe of Otikfm [in Cha- 
racters of an indifferent fize, and on the other fide is the Para- 
phrafe of the fame Pentateuch, writ in Perfian by a Jew call d 
Tufdu from the name of his Town j befides thefe three Columns, 
there is on the top of the Page the Arabian Paraphrafe of SagdtM 
Goon, and at the bottom of the Page the Commentary of 
that is to fay of R. Solomon Jfaacki, who is ufually call'dto 



We may obferve that both the Perfian and Arabian are printed m 

Hebrew Characters. , _ . 

The fame Jews of Conftantinople have printed another Foiy- 
clotte Pentateuch almoft after the fame manner as the hrlt. ine 
Hebrew Text is in the middle, on the one fide is a Greek rranila- 
tionthereof, andontheother aTranflation mtoSpanilh. Thcie 
two Paraphrafes or Tranflations are printed in Hebrew Charac- 
ters with the Points and Vowels for the fixing of the pronuncia- 
tion of thefe two Tongues. Laftly, the Targum or Chaldacan 
Paraphrafe is on the top of the Page, and the Commentary of 

^MfS^^t^^A» a ™ n 8 ft theChriftiansore^-/. 
the Bibles of Alcala or Comflute that of ^f^^^S KJ? 
the French one or Ur.Le W$. and the Englilh one. There is 
in the POlyglotte of JlcaU, the Hebrew Text the Chaldsan Pa- 
raphrafe upon the Pentateuch onely, the Greek Septuagint Tranf- 
laLi, ani the vulgar Latin one. There is no other La in Jranf- 
lation from the Hebrew but this laft Tranflation ..afcnb d I to San* 
• jerom , whereas there is a literal Tranftation jomM to the Greek 
SentuaKint. Francis Ximenes de Sineros, Cardinal and Archbllhop 
who is the Authour of this great Work , m 
a Letter to Pope Leo X, that it was convenient to give the Scr p- 
tur ir ^to Original, becaufe there is no Tranflation of the Bible 
that an perfectly reprefent thefe Originals, and tocnton^ 
felf to the authority of S. Jerom, S. Auguftm, and the other Fa- 
thers who thought we ought to have recourfe to the Hebrew Text 
for the Books of the Old Teftament, and to the Greek Text for 

verborum proprieties auburn tctam mm non pojfit qnantuMet ah- jJLtof> 
Zuta trad olio prorfui exprimere, turn id maxme w ea lingua am- 
Tper r*m os Domini locutum eft. Then he m the : fame place 
adds accedit quod ubicunaue latinorum codtcum vanetas eft am defray 
fZ Temonis fufpicio, al primam Scriptnr* or^nem 
et f cut Beam fteronyrnus, & Auguftinus, ac eaten Ecclef aft, 
Traka ores admonent; Llibrorum veteris Teftamenn jiment* ex 
nTraicaveritate, Novi autem ex Gracis exemplanbus cxam- 

m This Cardinal however in the following Preface feems to do- 
ftroy what he had faid in favour of the Hebrew Text. For he 
Skdgei that he ha, placed S. jWs ancient Latin Tran£ 
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lation betwixt the Hebrew Text and Septuagint Tranflation, as 

betwixt the Synagogue and the Eaftern Church, to reprefentour 
UmTr.i. t , Saviour betwixt the two Thieves, Medium autem, fays he, imtr 
has Latinam B. Hieronimi Tranftationemvelut inter Synagogam, & 
Oriemalcm Ecclejlam pofuimus tanquam duos him & inde latrones \ 
Medium ant cm Jefum hoc eft Romanam Ecclefiam collocantes hac enim 
fola jupra ftrmam petram adificata, reliquis a retla Scripture intel- 
ligent* deviant thus immobilis femper in veritate permanfit. 

One would hardly believe that thefe two Prefaces were made 
by the fame perfon, one of which fets up the Hebrew Text above 
all Tranflations, and the other wholly deftroys it. Befides the 
method which has been obferved throughout this Work plainly 
ihews that the Hebrew Text was fuppofed to be as a rule to all the 
Greek and Latin Tranflations fince they have often very impro- 
perly and .where there was no need been corrected by this Text \ 
efpecially the Greek Septuagint, which has been reformM or ra- 
ther corrupted in many places to make it better agree with the 
original Hebrew. As for the Vulgar, the Latin Copies being 
then defective, it has alfo been corrected not onely by the anci- 
ent Latin Copies but alfo by the Hebrew Text, fo that not 
onely theTranfcribeis errours have been corrected, but feveral 
things have been left out which were not thought fit to be there. 

As for the New Teftament the Greek Text has been printed 
without accents, becaufeitwas fuppofed there were none in the 
firft Greek Originals. Quod in Novi Teftamenti Grsca Edittone 
s* v ;t>ji. a ij ter q Mm { n vetcr i nu da tantum liter* [me ullis fpirituum autto- 
norum not is imprefe publicentur, opera pretium vifum eft hujus Mi 
rei rationem affignare, ea enim hujufmodi, antiquiflimos Gracos abj- 
que hifee faftigiis liter arum fcriptitajfe notius eft, quam ut fit mitts 
artrumemis comprobandnm. Although thefe Accents and N otes or 
Aspiration, as the Grammarians call them, do in many places li- 
mit the fenfe, they have however been put in the Septuagint, 
becaufe it is barely a Tranflation and not an original Text ; but 
we ought not therefore to mark the points or vowels of the He- 
brew Text, becaufe they were not in the firft originals of the Old 
Teftament. 0 . 

v cf The Polyglotte of Antwerp, othcrwife calPd the Bible ^oyai, 
* er P or Philip the Second's, has, befides the Hebrew Text and the Scp- 
}71, tuagint Tranflation, which are in the Bible of Alcala or C omplute, 
the Chaktean Paraphrafes, with a Latin Tranflation of molt ot 



I'tv/ci;, in 
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the Books of the Old Teftament. Cardinal Ximenes would pub- 
fifh no other Chaldasan Paraphrafe than that of Oath's upon the 
pL"^ he however tranflated the other ^raphrafe into 
MriS leaving out the ftoriesof the Talmud, and plac'd theni in 
the fibwv Alcala without publilhing of them But^rur 

^raph^e^ 

i^f^f M defign gO^'K^wS 

alfo in this Bible a Latin Tranflation which anfwers word for L J; u 
alio in mii D^i however joinM in the body 

^f*MJ^ritoteu^ Hebrew, the Septuagint 
TrSSJSS the Tamum or Chaldean Paraphrafes , but is pla- 
T ranflatipn, tne 1 ar 8 um Work one i y for the i r u fe who 

Sim and vulgar Latin Tranflations in the Bible of AM* 

As for the New 1 « lCa ™*"ft V Dr i u ted both in Syr ack and 

is an ancient ^^^^^^ ™ re ea * e readil?S 
Hebrew Charadtej with P 0 ^ 1 Hebrew than Syriac k there 
thereof who are mo euf d to read § H Tranfla > ion . There 

is alfo joinM a Latl " ™ - cs y in th i s new Edition of An- 

are befides many ^more ^fXreto Ve may add feveral little 
tmrf than in that ^J^^^T^ illuftrating of the 
Treatifes which .were '^i^J^ly, the Charates and 
moft received through- 



(8) 

bv the advice of the moft famous Doftours of that Country, and 
bv the perminion of Philip II-, they writ againft the Divines of 
Lovain efpecially by reafon of the Targums or ChaUtean Para- 
phrafes which thefe had appupvM ol Several Divines of Pari, 
commended this great Work in thefe words, Sacra BibltaVhi- 
lippi //. & Hibraice, Syriace, Grace, & haune expreja ad for. 
mam Complmenfmm BiblwHm, olim in Hifpania tmprefforum vtdt- 
mm dijrna dettime ccnfrimus qua a Catholicis lenrentur & oppom- 
remur falfis & impiis hanticomm Tranftationibns , qmbiu f«cnm 
imperitis linguarum facere conanmr. t Pope Gregory XIII, in a 
Letter to P%iUp II. (hews the particular efteem he had of this 
. Bible, which he calls Opm vere Regium. Laftly, the Emperour 
and King of France gave leave for this great Bible to be fold 
throughout their Territories ; in a word there had not before 
that time been any Work fo great or ufefull upon this Subject. 
Bibu cf As the Copies of the Bible of Antwerp in a little time all 
Mr '^' fold off and began to become fcarce, Mr. Le Jay undertook the 
* 45 ' making of a new and more large Edition ; and he indeed fpar d 
nothing for the accomplifhing of fo great a defign which ftemd 
to be too great for a private perfon to go about. This Bible 
of Paris contains whatever is in the Bible of Antwerp, excepting 
fome Prolegomenas compof'd by Anas Montatms an ?/ h h o e ". e " 
brew, Greek and Syriack Didtionaries, ^^f^^ 
fame faults both in the Septuagint and vulgar TrantegoM. 
It isftrangethat Father Morin who alfo bore pa t m this Ed ti- 
on, fhould print at Paris the Septuagint Tranttation, according 
- to'the Copy of the Man, which As look't upon as the moft cor- 
rect, apart and not put it in this new Bible i it « Ml J 
tangethat the vulgar Edition, according to the laft correction 

of Rome, fliould not be in. „ a n „ P r th*t 

The French Polyglotte has however tins advantage over um 

ofLr^thatS 

OldTeftament with their Latin TranQations, and belidestne He- 
brew Samaritan Text of the Pentateuch, and the Samaritan 1 ran- 
nation thereof in Samaritan Charadlers. As for -the New _Telta 

ment there is nothing in the Bible of " 
French one, and there is moreover an ArabickTranflation, witn 

the Latin one thereof. , „„AUr Te 

Although much time was fpent about this Work, and Mr. ^ 

J«y fpar'd neither pains nor coft, it cannot however 
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comoleat i for there wants thofe Prefaces or Prolegomena's which 
SneceWy. Wherefore we know not for example, whence 
The Arabick Copy of the Pmatewh has been taken, which differs 
mucXnthato^ 

which the Reader ought to have been inftruded of for the better 
landing of ^ The 
is becaufe they who took upon them the care of this Work dila- 
among tVmfelves, and endeavoured rather to Tatisfic heir 
owTpSby writing one againft another than to be ufefull to 

1 Vhereare however fome Prefaces for the giving of an account 
oflhe whole work, although they are not fufficient for that pur- 
™fe The Renera Preface 6 runs upon the authority of the Scrip- 
ture in relatSn to that of the Church, who alone can give us 
Se true originals of the Bible: Wc orioles Textas de wbns 
Tn mdiocrh hodie Controverfia eft [Matis involucrts tnnotefcer.t, 

tatlfell ter defimnt. Thefe is afterwards each Text of the Bible 
ZtkuS ttSSd of, but fo as not to give us a perfert know- 
Fede fflof bdides that it feems to be &11 of prejudices in fo. 
voTof the ^^wo ancient Tranflations of the Church, as if one could 

rvSnt of Chronology before the Hebrew Text, whence the au- 
ffouroKhrPrefaS concludes that the Septuagint Translation 
of greater authority amongft the Mahometans than the Hebrew 
Tewilh o Hetecw Samaritan Text. Non ttntam f*f Chinos 
TxtZerpZlm verfto fnpreme autoritatis frit, fed apud Maho- 

"Twe will believe the Authour of this Preface, the AraWck 
ever talks at this rate una improperly here quoted, 
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Bibles wc ought at prefent to receive onely the ancient Latin 
Tranflation, becaufe it is writ in the Churches Language, which 
ought herein to claim as much priviledge as the Synagogue, he 
alfo adds that they who have recourfe to other Texts of the 
Bible than the Vulgar do introduce anew theconfufionofMf/ 
into the Church. Qui ergo, fays he, perplexai Scripture Sacrt dif- 
ficnltates aliorum velit contextuum adminiculo rimari, quant qui nunc 
incommmi Eccleftjt obfervatione receptus eft, aut qui Grammaticis 
re s ttlif, & dementis falutti noftr* fummam, aut abftrufe fidei my- 
fteria dirimere conatur, u certe Ubio eletto prorfus obunciet, is pro- 
tnifcuam confuftonem revocet, is walediBam a Deo Babelem excitet 
a\ fundamemis. Whence he at laft concludes that the Vulgar is 
the onely true Original of the Scripture, which we ought to confult 
when we meet with any difficulties. Pro certo, at que indttbitato apud 
not ejfe debet, vulgatam Editionem que communi Catholic* Ecclefu 
Lingua circumfertur, verum ejfe acgenuinum Sacra Script urt foment, 
haw confuUndam ubique, inde fldei dogmata refetenda. If Mr. Le Jay 
was hereof perfwaded he did very ill to mine himfelf by printing 
of a Bible where there were a great many different Texts he 
ought onely to have printed the vulgar Edition, which, accor- 
ding to him, is the true Original by which we ought to regulate 
the Hebrew Text. 

Befides this Preface of Mr. Le Jay's there is another of Father 
Morin\ who fully fpeaks of all things relating to the Edition of 
the Hebrew Samaritan Pentateuch, and the Tranflations uf d by 
the Samaritans. It would have been well if Gabriel Stomta, and 
Abraham Ecchellenfis, two Maronites, had alfo writ Prefaces to 
this great Work, whereby we might have underftood the Arabics 
and Syriack Tranflations. To conclude, although this Work is 
much bigger and fairer than the Bible of Antwerp, as well for the 
number of the Texts as for the largenefs of the Paper and the 
fairnefs of the Characters j it however has this inconvenience 
that we muft confult two Volumes upon each Book, by reaion 
that all the different Tranflations with their original Texts could 
not be contained in one Volume.- 
E^w ro. As Mr. Le Jay's Bible was inconvenient becaufe of the great- 
wXon* nefs of its Volumes, fo that few perfons could be at the expenie 
'657. to buy it, the Englifh thought of making a new Edition which 
might be more convenient and ufefull to private perfons. In a 
word Walton took this charge upon him, and had better fucceis^n 



the E»g U V 0 M°£V 0 'the tonXfits Character as the 
the largenefeof ' its Paper »e »'ra ^ ^ g( ^ 

fame with that. n the ^ "^^ the He brew Text, which is not 
lineary Latin TranOation from «w | L ; Trallflat ion 
in the French Polygtotte wh'ch has no ° th « £ . . not the 
from the Hebrew tot theVulgar. The Septra 
feme with that in the Bible of AW. "™ c " _ f t { 
glotte has follow* word for ^*,£SJ55 the 

t^^^^^SdStc^!, wW* the Englifl. 
various readings of a"^'? 0 " 6 "^ J n ' ft om the Septuagint 
call the ***** ; the Uun TranHati ^ 

^stTT^lA thingswVh the Eng. 
There is alio in the tngmu . . wantmK } n the French 

one; there is alfo an j™"JJ5^ totoPerlian, wh,ich are alfo 
ment, ^tht*W^*°^ Laftly, befides ill thefe ad- 
wanting in tef^toww.i^*^^ there 

vantages which the.EngUfli Bib ^as over Uminary Dif . 

are alfo at the beginning of this ,K and upon each 

courfes or Prolegomena > upon l^SdSJS a a d n de / a who le 
Edition in particular a £ thejnd tner Editions . 

might ^^g^SS^ SSSSSE 
much time as was neceiTar ' ^JjffS the Hebrew Text, 
Firft the lnterlmeary ^iJ^fTMontanm, ought not to have 

-SS^MSMS ^ctny, there mighthave 
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been found better Latin Tranflations of all the Eaftern Tranfla, 
tions ; and there are many faults of Tranfcribers in thefe Ea- 
Item Verfions, which ought to have been corrected. Thirdly, 
there was no necefiity for printing the Copies of the Syriack and 
Arabick Tranflations which were already printed in the French 
Bible •, there might have been better Copies found efpecially of 
the Arabick Tranflations. 
.a rwea But we have fpoke enough of the Polyglotte Bibles, I fhali 
jor a *m onc i v h ere a dd a Project for a new Polyglotte, which may be 
abridged and ufefuli for private perfons As Origen heretofore 
abridg'd the Hebrew Text and the different Greek Tranflations 
of that Text into one body of a Bible •, we might mcthinks alfo 
eafily abridge the Englifli Polyglotte, by printing onely thofe 
places which differ one from another. What need we, for ex- 
ample, print the Hebrew Samaritan Text entire, which ufually 
differs from the Hebrew Jewifh one onely but in Chara&ers ? 
and therefore we need onely print the Hebrew Jewifh Text, and 
mark in the Margin in Hebrew Characters the various readings of 
the Hebrew Samaritan Text ; the fame thing might be obferved 
as totheChaldee and Samaritan Traflations, which agree pret- 
ty exaftly with the Hebrew Text of the Pentateuch. As for the 
Chaldee Tranflations which agree not fo well with the Text, 
they may be laid afide, becaufe they- are rather Gloflesor Com- 
mentaries than Tranflations - 7 we ought not in a Polyglotte to 
confound what relates purely to the Text, with what concerns 
the explanation of this Text, and therefore we ought to mark 
in the Margin onely what makes really a various reading. p 

Thefe fame rules may be apply'd to all the other Tranflations 
of the Bible ^ for either they were made from the Hebrew Text, 
or from the Greek Septuagint Tranflation. In thofe which have 
teen made from the Hebrew Text, we ought exactly to obferve 
what things can caufe a various reading m the Hebrew Text. 
So alfo in thofe made from the Septuagint we ought to obferve 
what can create a various reading in the Septuagint. Laftly, in 
thofe which are mixt, as the Syriack Tranflation is which agrees 
not fo exactly with the Hebrew Text, but that it has in many 
places been corrected by the Septuagint, we ought to take grea- 
ter care for fear of eafily multiplying the various readings. It 
would alfo be very convenient to fearch after the Syriack ana 
Arabick Tranflations made from the Septuagint for the reftonng 

as much 
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as much as poffibly we can this ancient Greek Tranflation. 

Our new Polyglotte ought then to be compof d but or three 
Texts, to wit, the original Hebrew, the Septuagint Tranflation 
and the vulgar Edition. The various readings of theie three 
Texts may be mark'd in the Margin which may be collected as I 
have already fetdown, and although the Vulgar has been pretty 
exactly corrected, there are yet therein a great many various 
readings which ought to be mark'd. They themfelyes who cor- 
rected it acknowledge they had left many faults which they did 
not think fit to correct. Thefe three Texts the Hebrew, Greek 
and Latin are fufhuent h becaufe we have by this means the Scrip- 
ture in its Original, as the Jem at prefent have it, and all the 
Tranflations approv'dof both by the Eaftern and Wcftern Chur- 
ches. To conclude, I am of opinion that in this new abridg d Poly- 
clotte it would be convenient to put the various readings in the 
Margins and not in the body of the Text, as Origen did, becaufe 
although we are never fo cautious m the adding of figns and 
marks, for the making of all neceilary diftinctions, ^simpof- 
fible but that fome confufion will happen through length ot time, 
by reafon of thefe marks not being exactly prefcrv d. 



Of the Samaritan, Chaldaan, Syriack, Arahkk, and 
/Ethiopian Bibles. 

THE Samaritans receiving no other Books of the Scripture s 
but the Pentateuch, we have from them onely the Hebrew 
Text writ in their Characters, and a Samaritan Tranflation ot 
the fame Pentateuch ; they are not printed by themfelves , and 
therefore they are onely to be found in the Engli/h and French 

P °TheJmufe the Chaldsan Paraphrafes as a Glofs for the :a- c 
plaining of the Hebrew Text h as may be feen in fome Editions 
tl Venice and M Bamberg* has nferted them into the 
great Bibles of Venice, and Bnxtorf alfo in his Edition lof Bafl : 
but we may more conveniently reade them in theBible of Antwerp, 
and the French and Englilh Polyglottes, cfpeciall Yjn the latter 
where they are fet down at large, becaufe m thefe Polyglottes 
there is added a Latin Tranflation of thefe Paraphrafes. 
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syr. nb. We alfo find very few Syriack Tranflations of the Scripture 
printed apart, and therefore we ought to look for them in the 
Englifh and French Polyglottes. There are however fome parti- 
cular Editions of the Syriack P falter. Gabriel Sionita printed a 
very fair Edition at Paris in 1625. with a Latin Tranflation there- 
of : The New Teftament has alfo been feveral times printed in 
this Tongue - 7 the beft Edition is that of Vienna in 1562. by Wid* 
manftadiw. ' ..... 

Mnh. Bib. As for the Arabian Tranflations, befides what is printed in 
the Englilh and French Polyglottes, the Jews of Conframwple 
have printed the Paraphrafe of the Pentateuch, which is much 
more literal, there has alfo been printed at Rome an Arabian 
Bible tranflated from the vulgar Edition : I mention'd onely the 
Pentateuch in fpeaking of the Arabian Tranflations in the fecond 
part of this Work, not having at that time feen the other parts. 
But thefe fort of Arabian Tranflations made from the vulgar La- 
tin can be of no ufe. There has alfo been printed at Rome an 
Arabian P falter, with a Latin Tranflation thereof, whereto we 
may add the Edition of the P falter in feveral Tongues, by Au- 
jru/finttt Nebienfis where there is alfo an Arabick Tranflation. 
There is alfo the New Teftament printed by it felf in Arabick 

jEtbioKBib. ^ Laftly, we have the P falter, the Canticles and the New Tefta- 
ment printed by themfelves in the ^Ethiopian Tongue, and fince 
re-printed in the Englifli Polyglotte. 



Of the Greek Bibles. 

A BH. A LL the different Editions of the Greek Septuagint Tranf- 
tic.ii. lation may be reduced to three, as we have already ob- 

ferv'd, the firft is that which Cardinal Ximenes printed in 15 1 5. 
in the Bible of Alcala or Commute. This Cardinal had good 
Greek manufcript Copies of the Septuagint, but in endeavouring 
to correft them by the Hebrew Text he corrupted them in many 
places, by not underftanding how tocorredthe Greek Copies. 
This Edition of Alcala has however been re-printed in the Bible 
of Antwerp, in the French Polyglotte and in the Bible with four 
Columns, commonly call'd Vatablesh. ^ 



The fecond Edition is that of Vtma in i J 18, where thes, 
r. if tw SeutuaRint is printed onely as it was in the •/ 

Greek Text ot ™ t fe Edition is better than the 

manufcript Copy » and .there » re thls ^ f Tranfcri bers, and 

Wia£StriT^«H£& °f ^e Septuagint, 
whicl 1 is £ tote reftort. It was afterwards printed at W- 
1 Lffl FrZkfon and feveral other places, with fome al- 
*»«»•£, Bufil, trm cejm ai» u h Hebrew, n nutation of 

'^TXr The teft EdS s that of A*.**, where 

Scholias. ,. . . th t e Rme ] n , 587. with Greek c.mK m. 

The third and beft Edition 5 * ( , Rome . 

Scholia* , Father, Morm ^f ^™*^Xh^ been printed by 
thereto Nobilms Latin Trar ^™ hich aren S t mark* 
it felf at alf ^^^^ better to 

re-print it without any auL "'j\ f - f . Text 0 ff very impro- 
becaufe that very often cuts the : Ten e ot the 1 ex y 1 
perly, efpecially when every Tine a i a verfc , nay, a n ^ 
WnVtion was made onely by points as it is in 
Edition, ^^^S^^^^- It would 

perhaps be better -if the _Te Siat we have fpoke hereof 

were fewer verfes. But it is enougn 1 have . n- 

in general, t¥™ m !/*^ which they prefer 

ferted into their Polyglotte this la f felf in.oirr.and 

before all ^y^^S^^^ ^heTefore to 
Duodecimo, ^ l l^Z 3 this laft Edition, we muft go to the 

»,« for the fecond Edition. 



0/ 



Of the Latin Bibles, 

7>< mam TTXE may * ank the Latm Bibles ¥° ^Claires, to wit, 
Latin Bibtc, \\ the ancient Vulgar one made from the Septuagint ; the 
prefent Vulgar, moft of which was made from the Hebrew Text ; 
and laftly, the modern Trannations which have been made from 
the fame original Hebrew. We have nothing of the ancient Vul- 
gar, which was uf'd in the Weftern Church for the firft Centu- 
ries, but what we find in the Fathers where alio it is not always 
exadly fet down, becaufe moft of the Fathers did not exactly 
follow it in their quotations. Nobilius however has made as ex- 
aft a cotledion hereof as poffibly he could, which was printed at 
Rom in. 1588. . r , . . , 

m vulgar As for the other vulgar Edition, which is at prefent uf d in the 
Weftern Church, there are a great many Editions of it, and it 
differs much according to different places, after the manner of 
the ancient Vulgar. Before the corrections of the Popes Stxtus V. 
and Clement VIII, feveral perfons had took the liberty of correc- 
ting it in feveral places, which reformation is chiefly to be feen 
in the Edition of Jlcala or Complnte. The Divines of Parts and 
Louvain apply'd themfelves moft to this correftion, andetpeci- 
allv the latter, who have often reform'd the Latin Text of the 
Vulear. fetting down in the Margins the manufenpt Copies, and 
the Authours they made ufe of. All thefe Latin Editions of the 
Divines of Louvain are good and ufefull, becaufe they have let 
down the reafons of the varieties, whereas in the Edition ot the 
Divines of Paris, before which is the Preface of James le Febvre, 
Dr. of Sorbonne, they have not/et down the Copies they conlulted. 
This Dr. has uf'd many invectives in his Preface againft the Her e- 
ticksor innovatours of that time, who, according to him, had cor- 
rupted the Bible in many places, and he publifh'd this Edition by 
r eafon of the Decree of the Council of recommending however 
them who apply themfelves to the ftudy ing of the Greek and He- 
brew Tongues, which he thinks are abfolutely neceflary tor the 
underftanding of the Scripture, and the anfweringof the Prote- 
ftants, who pretend to find great help in the Tongues for the 
maintaining of their novelties. Theologis, fays he> hoc vel tmprt- 
mis tempore mej[arinm lingiwnm perhiam, f n^nam aU<u t r °P°^ 
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vma & iMM*b.iU(t,ifi Dmt.non fit p^pitms nobU ab H^utnot. 
tis Htreucu ex linguarm non perjtiajM **™J»*J?f^*r 
t^tt There are ioinM with this Edition the Scholms of Job* 
W; : D^W, it isufualWcall'd the Bible 0 JJ- 
hZ s Benedim •,. thefe Scholia, confift moft of them in little 
N^es drawn from the Fathers for the explaining of the fenfc 
of the Text, and they belong rather to Divinity than Cri- 

tlC Befides thefe ancient Editions of theVulgar by Cardinal Xim- 
nes in the Bible of Jlcala, and the Divines of Lomam and Parti, scephcni. 
Robert Stephens has publifiYd feveral with the various readings 
which he tfad found I very good manufcript Copies , »£*8«fc 
alfoof the Edition of Jlcala. But as he was prejudiced in favour 
of ' the new sK his Editions of the Bible became fufpecled by 
reafon o "he ^SuVmaries and little Notes which he had therein 
inferted \ this occafionM all thofe difputes which he held for fe- 
veral the Divines of Park. He printed the whole 
Bible in a great Volume according to the vu $ar Edition in 15 32. 
wkhhis corredions. He made another Edition with many more 
corred on in 1 541, where he affirms he has reftorM many places 
bvTn ancknt Cop}. Simon Je Collnes had before him, in 1*1 2. 
SinXNewTeWamentaccordingto the vulgar Edition wkch 
was pretty corred, which was very much in thofe times. This 
lame Bible Of Rober t Stephens in 153^ was r*p«n ed at Lyons m 
V«7 and in his Edition in OStavo in ij4S- he join'd tfienew 
^flation of Leon de J*4* froni the Hebrew, withthe V U gar 
S«W&fi^&"- wta reading in .the Mutant » 
he has So in other. Editions given us the/ame Vulgar with a 
TranSn from the Hebrew. In a word, Robert Stephens has 
Safmuch paitfs as any one in cqrrecTwg of the : Vulgar, and 
l^sbSn i^tty happy in; Wa fearch good Latin Co- 
private perfons took the jiberty of corre'aing the vulgar Edi- g*«r 
don till sSv. publiWa new Edition which was more correft, 

he explains at large^etfojis and fS^SJ^S^Th 
As thw^uUisnotatptefemufuaUy printed with the BiMe* « « 

W mo? particularly underftand the Editionof S.xtns V. ^ 
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mX r Hefirft finds fault with all the rtwdern Tran&tions, whether 
'589. they were made by Catholicks or Hereticks. Cum non in Hareti. 
cit tmum, fays he, fidinCatholicisetiarnqmbufdam, tametficon- 
ciUodijfmilifubortum fit nimimqmddam nec plane laudabile fiudU 
um&quafi libido Serif turns Latin* inter fretandi : then he declares 
that the Decree of the Council of Trent was made oncly to hinder 
this great number of Ttanflations, in prifium Hind Mmonum 
Chaos, which S. Jerom and S.Jugufiine make mention of. But as 
the vulgar Edition approv'd of by the Fathers of the Council of 
Trent was full of faults, and every one eone&ed them as he 
thought fit, thefe feme Fathers order'd a new Edition, which 
mould becorrecTied* for preserving of fin uniformity in all the 
Latin Bible* : Sixtus V, firfc undertook this Work. Itaquevms, 
fays he, cgmplurts doflos qui fatttiarum Script ufat •m i Sacra Theole- 
«i, multarumqke linguarum fcientia ae Sumrno variarum term 
ufHaeriqm tm aliqm^difctrnendmefi judieio & folertta, prsfia- 
rent, delegimus aa fmulcmgregavimus, Ht in germane \ Jnceraque 
fieri Texm Bditim'ferqkirend*^ mbtfaue adjw 

ment<y fortttt. j 

HerelyM not wholly upon the Judgment of thofe learned per- 
fonsoe had gather'd together, but heexamin'd himfelf the va- 
rious readings, and the different opinions concerning thefe va- 
sieties, thereby tamake a better choice Of what bethought was 
the beft. In quo s fayshe, infDeakingofthemethodheobferv'd 
in this correction, operant quotidCanam eamque pluribus horts miter 
condom duximus, Aliorum quidem labor f Hit in confhlendo neftef 
ajttem, in to awed ex fluribus ejfit optimum deltgende. And there- 
fore thfe Bifte was very properly calPd Th* Bible of Sixtus V 
becaufe he-bore thegreateit part herein, and affirms that he cor- 
seted even the very faults of the Printing, andmended the pom. 
tings when he fcljnd them not exa& M*que res, fays he, quo ma* 
vis incorrupt e perficeretur no fir a nos ipfi correximus, fiqua Prtlo vttta 
%repfemh nt que cenfUfa M fneM cotfund* mvidebantitr, w 
wtervalb Striptnrt^ ac majoribut mtis & interprnWone difitnxtmus. 
He conmlted the beft and moib ancieitlr^atin Copies he could find, 
joining, therewith the ^mmen&ries of ■ the Fathers,, and otner 
ancient Ectlefiaflfcal Authours $ WffltftiLfi *hen he couldnot 
seconcile the dlffittilti&by the tiatfe0b^k$6nely hehadrccourle 
to the Hebrew and'CreefeCb^ to mike choice of the various 
Latin readings, which cbuld not tedetermin'd by the Latin Copies. 
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In hit undone* tnttot *o*cnrfi s titqtte Motm M^M mf*»Cmt 
pttis mmita \idtimtHf m Hebraorm Gt*wm*t exemplari* 
dminm mfngitttdnm, mn »mm* if* Lam «*«^ 
ta corrifiantnr. He acknowledges that fome places' ttifeKt be rrtore 
properly and neatlv trafllkted than they are in the vulgar, as 
tome affirm » but he looks upon this pretended tn&teG Mlf 
as niceties of Grammar which ought not to be took floticeOf. 

This method Pope Sixtus V. obferv'd in 
vuJgarEdition,and he gave this for the true Edition of the Vulgar, 

which had ^OfdalftMl^tKef^rf^t^^^ 
toferveafrarule toi the whole L*tto Ch* *fc He ift the ifttte 
Bull forbad any other Edition of the V^af, With thev„l^ 
readings which were before Ufuaily put in ^the Margin s, to be 
printeS for the time to come. Laftly, togive. the grtato tahtt U 
ty to this new corrsaiOn, he commanded that all the 
Breviaries, Offices, P falters, the Pomificalsi Bnnais and other Ec- 
defXa^ 

mtehac q^fiumqm Metis imyefi* fnm % ^^fjf^J^' 
turn ad ilerbm & ad Hteram terrtgamur,, tdkue tdni *» tmptems % 

%Lnin imfrimendis A^^^^^ H ^^ 
VficalibnTccremomalibns, & aliis ^^if^t^^ 
tantum Script nr^c letiiones, & verba q*t ex vahata Edtttone [""f*, 

^7hu^\\ sixtM V isv thw ^Lfltirt Bible Whether prmted 
1t\ % %v W fotthefuturebe 

this Bull however fi^fff d nothing atatl v W« ^™ 
rime sftfer undertook to coftect the Vulvar again, not 
fSinnnor^he SSStiTn of Sixtm V. to be exaft enough ; 
w Vll ^^Itchment ^nh Was ftmWrfirt MjOi. and 

11 ZTl £ \ no mentidft of the method which was ob- 
<2t$Tm eorre«m%^ > m in ,K' 

r JS*e V^luH^te tfte^fame woteasirftheBurt afSlxmrV. 
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fatisfy'd with his new Edition even after the printing of it, com. 
manded a new one to be . made h and that being dead before it 
was finifh'd, his Succeflburs continued it on untill it was publim'd 

^Whath^mSb confiderable in this Preface concerning this laft 
corredionof the Vulgar,isthat it is there faid,that although there 
are many places corrected as we 1 by the ancient Latin Copies, 
as by the Hebrew and Greek Originals, and the Commentaries 
of the Fathers ; there are however feveral places let alone which 
feem'd to want correcting : to hac tamen pervrtgau lefione, ficut 
nonmtta conjulto mutata, ita etiam alia qui mutanda vtdebantur con- 

of the Vulgar which was not really Canonical, it was thought 
fit in the Edition which was at Rome that the pureText mould one- 
lybeinferted, without any fummaries, various readings, and even 
without the Concordances of paHages or parallel places. They 
were not however prohibited &omT>eing put into the other Edi- 
tions which mould be made of this fame Bible, , wherein the va- 
rious readm^ might be inferted, fo they were not put in the 

ffl U%(rtdf^pioo much time to mcw.the particular places, 
whfch have been corrected in thefe two Editions oiSixtus V. and. 
KJ VIII. , We nialUnely,^^^^ two, Popes have, 

not pretended to be infaUjbJe.in^fkcorreaions, nor tohave. 
corrected every thing whjfili Watted relation. Although, 

•fa*, r. mtowmZhing, as Sixtus V. affirms, which was contrary to, 
faith or Rood manners; jQuamvis. m hac tanta UBmum vmmts 
nihil hucufque repertm fit.quod fidei & mrmmjif 

commands aU the^fc ' ?/W' 4 * ^^SSl&^^ V^m 
fiaAicai.Booics to.be refold b.^W^^W 
it was fo far from being putin execution tjiat Pope Clement VUL 
ckm. rnr. b Y a M[ exprefly forbad tVsJntroiws^Mifc 
Bu "L Cfcrmks. the Ml" and to be correded by his new. 

to theancient Vulgar, ^mM^^^T^tl ' 
Item Church before $. &mjfi}. H^Sfmm-f. f*W ' 
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inhis froxhnis amis excufa f^f^^^J^ %Z 
busvetuftiflimaillafacrorHm Bibliorumverfioqu^ettam *»"J> ™ 

ronimi tem'pora Celebris habit* eft in ^,.^Xr £ 
Mifarw introitHs, & qui dienntur Graduaha ^^TJinPl 
[J omnino [Mat* eft. Epiftolarum & Evangehoru "J*""' }" 
Uufque in Mi$t folemniis Prelaws eft mulnstn locsperturbat us. 
TpftsEoangeliis divert* ac prorfus infolita prefix* 
Unique pajfim pro Jitrio immutat* ftnt, chjus re> r M_ 
videtur ltomJ**dpr*fcript»mfacrorum t ^^«V^/thefe 
lis revocarentur. Wherefore Clement VUL exprefly 
fort of Miff-Ms which had been very improperly cor ^ by tne 
prefent Vulgar, which for that reafon he« toawr^JJ^j 
Miffaliadtpravat* >.which Conftitution is c }^Z '\\reirM 
of Sixtns V. who had commanded that they fhould be all reform a 
by his new correction of the Vulgar. - rorre&ion 

Since that time there has been no other but this laft ^«J*J» 
of Clement VIII. receiv'd in the Weftern Church -, and the tc> 
tionsof Robert Stephens, and the Divines of Lomaw be|an to be 

which Urthelefs were very ufefn 1 by 
vaFious ladings and the little critical Notes .in the Margrn^ 
wherefore although we are obliged to ^.^JLff^gi; 
Bible corrected by Clement VIII. every one Would do > well to nave 

for his private uie t^^^f^^i^ ^^ 
of Uuvain, not onely becaufe they who made 'this > afl wwg 
of the Bible have net pretended to be infallible but Mbtemte 
they have affirmed that they have.net medled with, fome places 
which feem'd to want correction. u«-«,:„ nn t ™cW 

There is another correction of "the ^J^J^^g 
the ancient Latin Copy is cor reded for the reftonng ot t to us 
Sft formi but the Latin Interpreter is ^ ro J f ^J n ^ »^ ^ 
which were thought to be HI tranflated. .JftSiSSSShS «S ^ cu " 
we have before fpoke of, has very injiidicionny * ol \^eaxni* inc 
fhod, wherefore we have been forbid at « » ^flig? hjBI Rs) , 

the vulgar which, he had publifh'd under this title, w Jb*^ 
2 rfC JVM Teftamenti quorum *ltermt*d Hebrstm -^gJjM*. 

nonftfiledtcideretur, & *>etus tamen hc agnoJcMtHT^ yew 

m L«ke and ^ 0/^*- have each of them ^^^f/:';;;' 
Edftton of thV Vulgar U corrections from thc-Hebr^no^,^,, 
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withftanding they were Proteftants they, have kept fome refpeft 
for the ancient Latin Interpreter,* fee what has been laid of theft 
two Bibles in the fecorid Book of this Qritieifm. 
p«r.\n»* The firft of the modern Tranflations from the Hebrew is that 
K,bu ' of Pagnin'% printed at L y" s the l * m ^ in 1 5 a8. • he afterwards 
review'd it and made a fecond Edition. Several printed this 
Tranflation mPagninh with new Titles, as if it had been cor - 
rected and made more exact by the Authour. Michael Servetus y 
who wasufually callM Michael VillanwanM, re-printed it at Lyons 
in 1542. in FoUo for Hugo de la Porte, under the title of BibUa fa- 
. era ex fan&is Pagnini Tranflatione , fed ad Hebraic* Lingua 
armtffim noviffime ita recognita & Schoiiit iUufirata y ut plane nova 
Edith videri poffit. There is at the beginning a Preface of Mi- 
chael ri(lamvanm 1 s , that is to (ay of Michael Servetns\ who 
took this name in fome other Works. They of Zurich made al- 
fo at new Edition of Pagmrfs Bible in Quarto. Robert Stephens 
printed it aifo in Folio with the Vulgar in 1557. pretending to 
give us it more correct than it was in the former Editions. It is 
al(b in another Edition with four Columns, commonly calTd the 
Bible oiPatablif printed in 1 586, It is alio printed at Hambourg 
in a Bible of four Languages, fo that Pagninh Tranflation was 
verjjufefull to the Pfoteftants, in the beginning of their Refor- 
mation. 

b bit of Arm Montana* in the great Bible of Antwerp or Philip the fe- 
Aru»Mon- cond's, printed alfo Pagninh Tranflation, having corrected or 
rather corrupted it in many places : There have fincebeen feve- 
ral Editions thus corrected in Folio, Quarto and Ottavo with the 
Hebrew Text, beeaufe it was thought ufefull tothofe who be- 
gan, to ffuidy Hebrew. Look into the fecond Book of this Criti- 
cifnv 

ManAeiv. Look alio at thefeme time upon the Tranflations of Sebaftian 
S2Tr°eme».^ w M 'whofe belt Edition i* that; where the Hebrew Text is 
Hurt Bibtt,' uponpne ^Qlumn, and the Latin Tranflation upon another, with 
Noies at tie bottom of the Pages, of Sebaftian Caftalio or Ck»/* 
/<w, whofe befib fcditionjs that in 1 57a, of Tremtllius and Junius, 
whereof there are a great many Editions in Sngland, Germany 
and'(^»fu^.: bc%ufe it was looKtupon^y moitofthe Proteftants 
.atthebegjnriin^ of their reformation, as if it had been review^ 
by, the Authoursthemfelves, the4alt Editions, are better than the 
firft. We may in the fame; place find the Crifcicifin upon the 

Tranfla- 
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Tranflation of Leon de Juda, printed at Zurich in IS43. ' and re- ui< p 
mSTparh Z 1545. by Robert Stephens with the Vulgar UU- 
Sn?wfcol^ 

this Work, they of Sdamancha made a new Edition thereof in 
very fafc Characters, and thus the Latin Tranflation of Leon de 
fulaTzuinglian was authorized by the Divines of Sfmn. 



Bibles in vulgar Tongues. 

ALL the Bibles in vulgar Languages ^ before time 
were made from theW ^^ft^J^ 
Greek and Hebrew was not well underftood m thofe times. 
Whereto Se Tranflations into the vulgar ^Tonpes made by 
the Senfts, Waldenfes and thofe of the Sect of Wtckltf are 
onelv TrSions from the ancient Latfn ^Interpreter , the 
TSflSS^iW tbc Cathoficks at that tW to oppofe the 
SSSS?3thart Ample Tranflations from the Vulgar. But 

a?tW 

without undemanding both Greek and Hebrew, thefe Tranfla- 

from the Vulg,ar*in .294- ^^arsdes PneftandOw- » 

non of Air m the Bilhoprick of Terouane. Tney of Genet* 
Ce a Copy hereof in their publick Library, andthi* wasce* 
Sv the Kench Tranflation which was read in thote&ysbe- 
w VSSiS ^^reformation , and is mentionM in the Prefece of 

or State, has alfo a Copvhereofm his own Library. ThisTranf- 
1 ^iE2SS*L alfo the » r »f^^ 

i"Z£Xoi&K are a great many Editions, and tote 
• tev^K^ There washew- 

S Sie a Ftenci Tranflfc from the Vote m- 
ffiS£.7,fc 1530. See whatwehave hermpon obfervM m 
the fecond Book of this Cnticifm. W(J 
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We have no French Tranflations from the Hebrew but thofc 
* Y v In n%ni rs of Geneva. Robert Olivetati a Kiftfmart, of 
* Sf^/ I'P &ftX trahOaScd the Bible into French 

C^Ws, was tn «" TlflSlatioii was printed at Neuchafiel 

™ R f«3cn^h S S *e Originals rcviewMk, with 
SS»taii offf««, and fince that time there has 
fevetal otn«_ ^>°"" 1 '" "» . ' in the B jb e5 0 f ffmew. See 
been no confiderable .^^Jin the fecond Book of this 

tions of the Bible into .H.g Dutch frora ^^^ e Vu jf^' whole Scdp . 
t^ttherewereafter^ 

treated into Swedilh , Fin an ^^^X^Noveltics they 
As molt of the Northern people fo lowed U ubn s £™ > 

inflated hjs new Bible to» r «^^ | ^ 8 a^Tl^ are 
mahVvcrynluchefteemanEditm 

two lmpieffions, wherein fome things have oeeu 
LutherH Text however has been P r i!% d ; . int0 Hiah Dutch, 
Lew ^ M has alfo made aTranllaUon in ^° ^ c wi 2 

having 

nift, Swve togetfomerepu ation a^ 

rieWTranOation of the Bible «^gJ^^Vhc Bible in- 

fince they ofZurick. made alfo a neW Ttanilation or inc d 

to the fame Tongue. The 



There fe another of J^^^^btm m / madc 
from the former. T»»M*™ ™" for ^ time 
alfo a new Trarmation of fom* 
read m England 

of the New into the fame T *ngue to vjwr, uut 
two iaft Tranflations are not . ^he Engmn u , 

with. ■ , <r* n *(\*t\nn of the Bible from the Ori- MjM*. 

• ^SttSSSSi of ^aSSuSSl wrf* of • 

gmal, made bytneoraer ow . the fame 

re viewM by JZtorr Afo/wr. ^ The 
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r*M TThe firft Tranflation of 'the Bible by the Prptefants into Fie- 
ml mifoiwasimade from that of Lather's >, but as that was found un- 
correct it was agreed upon at the Synod of Don that a new one 
mould be made, which was accordingly done. See what we have 
hereupon obferved in the fecond Rook of this Criticifm. 
8,»mtb The Bible has alfo been tranflated by Spaniards, and amongft 
m "' other Tranflations there is one which was made into this Tongue 
in the time of S. Vmm Ferrier. The Jews have alfo a Tranfla-. 
tiqnof the Old Teftament printed at Ferrara in 1553. the title 
which runs thus, Biblia en lengua Efpagnola traduvdapahbra de 
la vtrdad Hebrayea, fufficiently demonftrates that this Tranfla- 
tion is word for word from the original Hebrew. The Spaniih 
Jews in the Levant have another Spanifo Tranflation of one part 
of the Bible. . Cyprian deValere, aProteftant, printed a Tranf- 
lation of the whole Bible into Spanilh from the Ominals, but 
this Tranflation is hardly any thing.elfe but a new Edition of ano- 
ther Spanilh Tranflation, which had before been made tyCafidore 
de Reyna, and printed at Bafil 15^9* There is alfo an Edition of 
the New Teftament in Spariifo, by Francis de Enynas, in 1541* 
and' another alfo of the fame New Teftament, by John Perez. 

i»ihn ' 5 *The nlbft ancient Tranflation of the Bible into Italian is as I 
* Uu think, that of Jacobus dtVoragin^ Archbifliop of Genes, PoJJerm 
fpeaks as if it was an uncorredt Tranflation, others on the con^ 
trarv very much efteem it. Nicholas Mdkrm r a Venetian Monk, 
printed at Venice in 1541 • a Tranflation of the whole Bible in 
Italian from the Vulgar. Antonio Brmciolk in 1530. made a 
Tranflation of the whole Bible into Italian from the Originals, 
of which there were afterwards feveral Editions, and amonglt 
others one in 1540. before which there is an Epiftle to <w* ot 
France, then Dutchefsof Ferrara, where the Interpreter largely 
fpeaks of the Editions pf the Bible into vulgar Tofcgue*, and he 
at the fame time gives feveral reaforis to ftew that we ought not 
to forbid the reading them, < The Italian Tranflation of D^f*, 
a>cWwMinifter, has been much efteemed ,by the Proteltants, 
and he is at prefent the great Geneva Authour. ' ' ' 

I pafe over feveral other Editions of the Bibje into different 
Language^, becaufe, as I have already qbferv'd, my defign was 
pnely to give the principal ones> by jqining thereto force neneeu- 
bns tor the benefit of the Readers.. , 

A CAtd- 
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A Cat dome ofjemjh and other Authour s, which 
ted in this Critical Bftory of the Old Teftament. 
. S we have quoted W^^^g^ 

the muftrating feveral quotations in this Work. 

. ^ v~ infneakineoftheSeftoftheCWw^ 

tory atP*m. . t d t Constantinople in Dw> : 

» any thingsin 

learned l^'^^ lai^i^^ of 
molt part 

Venice^ Bafil. HislWl^svw y c , ^ Q nQt ^ 

times to be obfeure befide thar ^gS^y\, f h fa Commen- 

together correct ?«tSffitfeof 

tarv on the Pentateuch in the Library oiinc i r h h writ 

feveral Books of Grammar, and among ^ 
Lefcon hakkdefd » M2?li 1546. and Sepher 

H* Tongue printed at % w r ^^ # / of Gram- 

IfaL 5^iV«M h . at . ls Si SL year. This Rabbin has corn- 
er, printed at r«»" « the fame year ^ 2 pofed 



Dofed another Book intituled ftfid Mora, CThe Foundation of 
Fear,"r which is not a Book of dammar, as Bwctorf has thought, 
but rather of Divinity, where he incites us to the ftudy ofthe 
Talmud or the Law of the Jews. I made ufe of a manufcript Co- 
py which is in the Library of the Fathers of the Oratory, this 
Book has however been printed at Venice, and is a very little one, 
but it is hard to be found. Aben Ez.ra lived in the 12th Cen- 
tury, he wasatilw** in 1 146. ztRhedes m 1 156. anddied in 1 165. 
he has writ feveral other Books, but I have onely quoted thofe I 

have juft now fpoke of. 

Aben MeUch is the Authour of a Grammatical Commentary on 
the whole Scripture, intituled Mcblppbi CPerfedhon of Beauty] 
it contains the grammatical explanations of the Rabbins JW* 
Kimchi and fome others in Abridgment, I inadeufe of the Edition 
o( Confiantimple in Folio, there is another Edition of Venice. 

Abraham. Moft of the jews make Abraham the Patriarch to be 
the Authour of a Book which has been feveral times printed, inti- 
tuled Sepher fetjira CBook of the Creation] ! made ufe of the 
Edition of Mantoaa in Qwrno, whereto are jom'd the Commen- 
taries of R. Abraham ben Dior, R. Mofes Botrel R \^r' . 
Nahman, R. Saadiai Gaon, and of R.Mezjr, although this Book 
has but very few meets, there are however few Books whole manu- 
fcript Copies differ more than this does. 




Abraham de Balmes is the Authour of an Hebrew Grammar in* 
tituledMJbe Abraham CThe poffeffiofrof Abraham} it ^was prin- 
ted at Venice in Qmrto, with the Latin Tranflationof it word \for 
word and very barbarous, we may alfo ^}^P^^^£ 
Tranflation, this Rabbin taught the Chriftans in the School of 

Abraham Sebahtte Authour of a Commentary on the five Books, 
of Mofes, printed at Venice in Folio, by Bombergue in 1523. the 
Book is intituled Tferor Hammor ; he lived at the beginning ot 
thelaft Century at the fame time with R. Abraham de Balms. _ 

Abravanel. His name is Don lfaai AbravaneL who was drivert. 
out of .Spain with other fewt'm ufi*. He made very large Cora. 
mentaries on moft of the Bible, his Commentaries on the. JW 
tenth have been printed at Venice in Folia in a very little Chara £«£ 



**ofciraon theHiftoricalflooKs, which thctfw callPropheUcal, 
^5Srt2 Mothers wmeh they call the minor Prophets, have 

Sloro/Ver is verv little, I made ufe of thefirft EdiWn. His book 

was tainted at Vmiu in S.m» ij45- ^ f^-^iTJ^i^- 
ruSntranaation thereof, vtaWW *JSffi££ffi£l 

he has learnedly treated of the ^ ea "^?"j s ^ rit & the Book 

of the Spanilh Bible printed at ^ reade thnsjn Gothicb 

of this fflition, . in the Edition o I i^7,^n^«,, Jl*. 

V ent«dbyImpoftois, ^^^J^^S^ God by the 
it was writ from Rome 1628. Andrew 



t 
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, M¥e*% UM\ I have 0 quoted a 1 ttanufctipli Letter of this 
Jtefoious, ^ which is full of inveftives afcainft the Bible of Antwerp, 
andefpecially ngzmUt Aria* Mentis who was the chief Authour 
x»fthis great Work, it is writinSpanilh. 

IbU&rf*, a learned Italian Jew x haswnt a Book 
intituled Metr Emum CThe Light of the Eyes] divided into 
chree* Parts, the third is intituled Jmre Btna ; CWwds of Intelli- 
eencel where the Authour explains ieveral; difficulties of the 
Scripture, efpeciatly thoft relating to the ancient Tranflations of 
the Bible and Chronology, he quotes our Latin Authours, and 
efpecially -the Books Ofthe Fathers, he fomethries maintains 
Paradoxes, but is much rhore learned than moftof thejeiw, be- 
caufeurtderftandirig Latin he hath confulted the Chriitian Au- 
thours, we find in this fame Book the Hiftory of AtifttM con- 
cerning the Septuagint Tranflation, tranflated into Hebrew, it 
was printed at Mantom in Quarto in 1574. cm UcenxA de fupe- 
riori. 

Bahir. The Jews mention a Book thus called, f that is to fay 
Dlluftriousl which they look upon to be one ef their moft ancient 
Books. There was a little Book printed in Holland under this 
name, but it is not probable that this is the ancient Bahir of the 
J*ws which is much larger and was never printed, it has nothing 
in it but miftick and Cabbaliftick inventions* and feveral other 
fuperftitions of this nature. 

Ben After, Ben NephthM. Thefe are two famous Jewifli 
Dolours who corre&ed the Hebrew Copies of the Bible, and 
afterwards divided the Jews about the various readings, we know 
not exaftly the time they lived in, although R. Ghedaha is or opi- 
nion they lived about the beginning of the eleventh Century •, We 
ufuallv fay Ben After but the name of this Doctour is-K. Aaron 
Son of K.Mofes of the Tribe of After, fo the mtire name of 
Ben Nephthali is K.Mofes Son of David of the Tribe of Nefh- 

'^Bibles. The beft manufcript Copies of the Hebrew Bible 
mentioned in this Work are in the Library of the Fathers of the 
Oratory in -Paris, there are alfo very good ones in the Kings Li- 
brary, and efptciaHy xxit in 1 very fair Chara&ers I have alio 
confuted thole in the Library of Sorbon, where there are a very 
great many but few good ones. 



(JO 

BehaL or as Others write Bahie, isthe name of a Rabbin who 
haf made large Commentaries on the Pentateuch y I .made ufe of 
the third Edition, which is that of Conftantinopie in 1 5 17. » W»< 

r»*ri orasotherswriteCtf/rfr/, istheTitleof a learned Book 
ciS^^S^S^xmM^ K.JndaLevite, who 

WedaK 

«f ir at Venice the firft contains onely the Text ol the Autnour, 
aadtKtK printed a tthe n iameplace in £g bg*£ 

SSfifasasa W^sy^S 2 ? 

SJTtS?S£S iXlly any jiilh Book that famorcworth. 
pur reading than this. 

B avidG M ,. We'tov^aJwiftChronolCT^rAijA^ 
thonr's name Intituled , «,^^*Ste2SeS 

to whom the Armenians afcr.be part of their TranDa won. 
oftheBiblcoiitofGreekintoArraauan. ■ '■< ■ 

' nLjt,/u It isa Catatogne<)fenal(teanorSyri»n i Authonrv 
,S^to&,S£f aLarin 

^ n!£5j«2» ChWdeeBlStionary, artdanolhcr , 

Site ^SEEST 

HSSrds^nawhichhi^bem.tltannatsd into Uunby F«- 
te»»Sht the & MJ hti««».. and ttw* he ha*. 



(>.*>- 

alien tls fewral Books. o£ Qtammau which havebeenmofc 
of^SSbt^into bain, be has befidej made very good ob< 
r^Sh^B the Books of i ^UKivM, "id**/" *«"* i 
' ™ hi is the leaft fpperftitioos Rabbm of them all, and de- 

te ^fw^ke of the Works, ot'S.£)*r« ; in 
G&Sn'^.n'Se Library of the FSers of 

*J2Eft? W« »W 1« the Title »f a„ Hebrew 
r^l^fl^^S, asl have found wfolPt 
^S?Wl 'Tthpei.alargewefi.ceat^hegwuns 

ofthttwerkj .: ■'■ •■<>"' 

rv.A.n.\* theAuthour of a chronological Hiftory intituled 
J^b^MLcZ^cf^ition-il made ufe of a Copy 

/MW^is* Book which 
theTW/W, Prin« d . at ^'T£rPEmne e 4 dV rfd it to be 

hListhatheisthoug^aridcntCEthaam^heis. 

liftick fioinmcntapy onthe ?n?hfg?eat He- 

ir, ln u40/ This ^^ nt arv^ ^^^lifomade 
brwBibles*/^ 
anabridgmentof.^ 

r/whfcfris iri tnegreat Bibles of V«** *A *fl face 
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face at the beginning, he has alio noted feveral various readings 
wWf h had not been obferved by xhe Maflorcts. 

S 7°L is an ancient Jcwilh Grammar Ian whofe Book was 
never printed. 1 made nfe of a mannfmpt Copy 1,1 the Library 
of MoKr HMy, Counfellour of the Court of 

k the Authour of an Hebrew tMmm 
which? nlver favv'in print. 1 made ufe of a manufcr.pt Copy in 
th»I ihrarvof the Fathers of the Oratory at flow. 
% I Lee Son" a Trannation of the Book of yrfmto. 
vulgar Greetp~n by the 7<» of a***? with 

th v H rl b ST e fiearnedSmnini7«a., has compofed an excellent 
RnnStaledS ( KktX CThe Bookof Foundations] which 

Ed "ions I made nfe of one of rmt* in £*.«'in fquare letter,, 
SwLw is the Authonr of a ^mmentaryon the e ,„- 
.d.; T«A uDon the other Books which the ?« call the five Vo- 
lumes he tes alio made a Commentary on the PfM-, Pr^rk, 
jT b^lr, ?and the CW-Vto all thefe Commentaries were 
printed in one Volume in f »fi« at JW#B»in »»<>•. •, ... lafl . 
P Trt»«M *«> <?«•«»• The Jm, at the beginning of the : latt 
CenmrrrointedatC.»^w'»«P'ra Hiftory unJer the name of th 
AuSuShewaatherealf«.M J«^* 1 S2 I 3jffi£S 

S^^fe l^i^ thew^two Editions hereof, one at 

SKerfeft XfA anf therefore we tought to have re- 

co«Vfe P tothe ?Sf 
fern have bete an abridgment of this Hiftory of * f « ^ s, 
which was printed at Worms .529. with Ate/irt Latin Tranfla- 

ti0 ^L>^ii the Authonr of a verylarge Commentary on 
the^fivc BDok^W/iutitnled JkeM If**c, there have been 

inFo/io. ^ Joel 
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Jael ben Soth is the Authour of a Commentary on the five Books 
of Mofes, intituled Sepher Olath Sabbat, and printed at Venice m 

F ° l jHda HiHg is Ufually CallM by the Rabbins The firfi and mofi an- 
cient Grammarian, although there were fome before hirn: his 
Books of Grammar have not been printed. I made ule of a ma- 
nufcript Copy in the Library of the Fathers of the Oratory, 
wherewith is joined a manufcript Catalogue ofthe Jewim Gram- 
marians 

%b*fm, or Sepher Jnhafm, that is to fay CThe Book ^of Fami- 
lies! is onely a colteftion of feverai chronological and hiftorical 
Books joinU together by R. Abraham Zacuth t I made ufe of the 
Edition of Confiantinopk, there is another of Cracovia which is 
efteemed the better, there are however many faults both in the 
one and in the other, efpecially in the proper names, which the 
Jews are ufiially ignorant of. 

KimhL We find in the Jewim Books three Rabbins of this 
name, which are 3# V"» id Kimhi ^dMofesKmk 
there are noneofthekt^ Works- printed, who was Father to 
the two others. If avid Kimhi has been the molb followed of all 
the JewilKGrainraarians by the Chriftians, .who have compofcd 
their piftionaries and ( Trartflations-of- the Bible by the Booksof 
thiiRabbih, pr hisGornmencarieson the Scrippure, mofto* which 
ham been printed ia the gireat BibWs of pmc*^ and Bafit j we 
haw, his.GrWaccaliea Stjkm MicM> and his ^itionary ^inti- 
tuled Sephev SwaTcim, thetearefeveral Editions both of .the one 

anAother v Imaleufc M thatof Venitei* ™»*\ Bom J^l™ 
i<4<i andi546. rpheftoeinthis-Ed tiont^Note^ofR;^w 

nranted^,^ m BridesiWp mum mhf* scanU M- 
hatK wirruhc. Rabbin* Notes, ®i*lw>ta-fa™d* another 
Edttion in #WW4, with La^in obfejrvations ttiereon. 

LeoModena is the Authour of a little Etooto intM fgifiria 
de Riti Hebraici, whereof there are two Editions, the firltat^ 
m in. 1637^ Mid thefecorA which, iathe te% ;at*Wj» 1 
the Authour had mad^tfcismftbry ^ rnoii&lajrge thaniwsUn pr«*s 
^WmhasqubtedtHisManufcpipo, whfclv nafauto is to be round 
in fome Library in England. 



ture, fome of wtochart printed "^gThai been printed by it 
Bafil, his Commentary on the ffig^^ Commentaries on 
fttfat r^by.^^ ™ ft l^Kce, therearefome 
the krmture have Wen pr in ed £ thefeme pia« rf ^ 

Folh. .. . #ke Authotitofa Commentary on the 

^«^^ s rh i s ondv a coU^on of the ancient 

that it ought to be «tttOf » fi ^ d ^ , haTe ha<f one- 

ted at in ^^ 'rtu!icatXo me, whence I ealily judged 
ly fome extrafts of it com ™r^%h 0 apply themfelves to the 
of the reft, a. there : are few ?™ *h0 *P JI^ our rea a ing 
criticifm of tteHebrewTe)^ MB A , anHetmit called 

We hav* quoted ■«^l| u charafters. 
^ 'who ™ ^Kn/of ^M™a« comprehended 
' MiJnftia- Under the nam sm ''. w hereof there are 
theancieit Jewifh a »Spt"nd feme other Books ofthe 
a great many both upon 'n""'*^^- mo ft of them have 
Iftle, which the <^JfJ£, Tmdeufeof theCopyof 
been printed at Sam f 2 s * to "' M 



Salonica in Folio. In theft Works are collected the allegorical 
explanations of the ancient JewilhDoAours. 

W« This Authour has wnt feveral Commentaries 

on the Scripture, fome of which have been printed at Cmfmi- 
nopk, but nioft of them at Vtn ice in Folio under different titles, he 
writ about thefe latter times, and after Abravanel. 

Mofes Micotfh or,R. Mofes de Cotfi, l&a learned Spanifh Jew, 
who writ a Book intituled Sepher Mifevoth Gadol £The great Book 
of Precepts! wherein he explains the Commandments of the Jew- 
i(h Law, this Authour deferves to be read upon this Subject, be- 
caufe he has treated upon it very learnedly and judicioufly . I made 
ufe of the Copy printed by Bombergue at KemcemFolto in 1 1 547. 

Mofes. I have quoted a certain Armenian Doaour called Mo- 
fa to Whom the Armeniajis partly, afcribe their, Tranflation of 
the Bible out of {Greek into Armenian about S. Chryfofiom s time. 

Mofes Net** A* the Authour of ^Commentary on the five 
Books of Mofes, intituled the Kah Ton LGood Dodlnne^ and 
printed at Confiantinople in 1571." ^„ , 

Mofes ben Maimon, who is ufually called by abridgment Rambam 
or Maimenides, has acquir'd the molt reputation of any 7^, 
well among thoft of his own Religion as amongft Chnfiians,hQ 
made aHabfidgmcntof the Talmud in finical Hebrew when 
he was but very young, which has fince been printed under the 
titfcof Jad t*2zJ: strong hanfl They who , would under- 
ftand the JewinvLaws or Ceremonies ought to read thisBoo.K, 
which has been printed at Venice in Folio with Glofles or Commen- 
taries, this Book hath alfo been printed at C^^ *& 
the fame Commentaries, iai 509.. ; I made ufe of 
excepting onely in the firft part of it, which was want ng , in my 
Codv which I fupplv'd by sm Edition of Venice in Quarto ot this 
^^it Wand without Commentaries, there are one y 
fome little Notes added in the Margins, which addition is very 
conven ent. He afterwards eompofed his Commentary upon the 
Mfrl whiefcthe^ ^^to^Wv^j^te 
writ not in Hebrew as he had his abridgment of the Talmud, . but 
in Arabick, and therefore the Tranflation hereof id R« 
Hebrew is not his, befides he was older when he made the Book 
intituled More Mevokjm, whereof we have .at prefent two Latin 
Tranflations : the.firftjs Auguftm Mi**** punted *\ p *™ ? 
1520. the Qther is Bmtorf the Son* and is. much more correct 
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than theformer. R. has eompofed alfo this Work m Ara- 
bick which was afterwards tranflated by Samuel ben Itbbon his 
Scholar, fothat he himfelf received the Tranflation of his own 
Work and approvM of it. We are to obferve that this laft Book 
of R. Mofes, being full of Philofophy and many Novelties, very 
much fcandalized the Jews, efoecially thofe of France, who oppo- 
fed the publifhing of it, as alfc to the firft Book of his abridgment 
of the Talmud where tne fame Principles are, they went fo far as 
to condemn this Book to be burnt, we may fee all thefe aifputes 
in this Rabbin's Letters printed at Venice in Duodecimo : to con- 
clude, this Book intituled More Ntvocim has been printed at Ve- 
nice and many other places in Folio, with Glofles or Commenta- 
ries ; I made ufe of an Edition of Sabioneta or Sablonete in Folio in 
\ . This Rabbin is ufually called an Egyptian 
wa of Cordova, becaufe being forced to quit . Spam » h fled into 
^, wherehewasPhyficiantotheS^, ^ hvrf ^the 
mifile of the twelfth Century, Ifpeak not here of pother Works 
becaufe I made no mention of them in my Critical Hiitory. 
Mofes Bar Nahman, who is called for Ihortnefs Ramban hved 

in 1591. O// UcenzA de fufenon. 

Nathan, otherwise called R. * ?Eh roncorda^cc 

made a Hebrew Concordance on the Bible, which Concordance 

wiprin"d^ W he l°WJ^ 

this Concordance by the Latin one, fo that the Jews are beholden 
tolh^SSfo/thc Concordances they haveat prefent which. 
a?e ^{SSJSecdTary for the underlying of the 4A*m or 
Criticifm on the Hebrew Text. 

*tf«r : See what has been before obferved upon theword 
Medrafcims for thefe are the fame ancient Jewifli Dortouis i ai- 
^ffi^SStaiia which hBvebeen colleded, they arethu 
cXd in the Edition of Salonica, Midrafe Rabbft as who ihouW 
Sy Great Commentary, and this which jfe 



on 

down b the tittle of this Edition, containsthe illuftrationofthe 
Medrakiriiw Explanations of the ancientry when we would 
expreis thefe forts of Commentaries upon Genefis, wefav Berefiit 
Roto*, upon Exodm Scemot Rabba 9 and fo of the reft, by taking 
the firJft word of each Book and joining thereto Rabbit, and when 
we fpeak of more we fay Rabfoth m the plural. 

Stadias Goon, that is to fay Saadias^ the Excellent, Which was 
the title given to the Jewilh Doclours m that time ; he was Head 
of an Umverlity at the beginning of the tenth Century, he made 
an Arabick Tranflation of the Scripture, whereof we have at ore- 
fent all the Pentateuch, he alfo writ Commentaries uponfome 
Books of the Bible, and a Book intituled Sepher Hammot, where 
he treats of the chief Articles of the Jewilh Faith, We have onely 
one Tranflation of this Work in Rabbinical Hebrew which was 
writ in Arabick by the Authour, he has alfo compofed fomc Books 
of Grammar, mentioned by the other Jem, but they were not 
very methodical, and becaufe feveral Rabbins fmce him have writ 
more exaftly upon this Subjeft they have not been print ed . 

Samuel Ionia*. We have a Commentary of this Authours 
utK>nthefivcBook9 of Mofes, and hehascalled this Commentary 
OH Honda CVefTelof defire] which was printed at Km m 
Folio bv !<>hn de Gar* in 1596. ' , .„.-#. 

Sabaites. We have in this Work fpoke of the ancient Sabattej 
but as the Authours who have treated uponthem difagree amongtt 
themfelves, I have preferred Rambanh opinion before mow others, 
becaufe he had not onely read the Arabian Dortours Books* who 
have fpoke of the Sabaites, but he likewife under ftood^ the Rehfiion 
of the Hebrews, *nd knew how to judge of the ancient SeCl of 
the Sabaites, wherefore molt of what .1 have :faid upon to ^Subjedt 
is taken from him, but to fpeak truth, we have very little know- 
ledge of this ancient Sea. - . . . p . ; 

Salomon Jarhi. We are often miftaken in quoting this Rab- 
bin, who is 'called //Mi and not Jarhi, however by reafon of 
this pretended name of J«rh> fonie have thought that he was of 
UnelmLangHtdoc, buthewasof Troyes m ^P a ^heived 
^andmoftof the other Jewilh Chronologifts affirm? Jt Jiiyed 
in the twelfth Century, his Books are much 1 efteemed of by the 
Jem, and we may fay he is their great Authour. We have his 
Commentaries on the Scripture in the Bibles of Venice and 
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there are alfo printed with the body of the 7V***Ms Clones or 
C0 S^7^ DUuftrationp 

S ' a *t jlmrf the Hebrew Alphabet where he treats of the 
rlZfn o Uttle hclTor ^inSwh?chthe Wtover certain 
Tagham or nme no^ »i ™ are dedicated to the ufe 

^jWrffiSS* ""bnm.entaryonth.BoofcofM 

TtaSt a Ci fftSbefcr. this Booh, wftieh < rajM* the 
There is a large ™3 . . i(h op n j ons concerning a? An-- 

SS^ «5f** theP^he.3 h» 

Simon H^fa^"2ote£timn, i« » 

Work* Ivaspr'inteiin^ -«Cr»m+n i59S> 

j this name are comprehended the Books wherein 
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their Law into the Written, which is comprehended hi the Boob 
of Mofes, and the Oral Law, whK:h is the ancien Doftours ex- 
p anation of this firft Law, The Book wherein thefe Dolours 
Sanations are contain^ is cau'd T^, that is to fay D«- 
tr*», the Jews ufually ajfo call it c|^ r although the chmara 
s ondy one of the- chief parts of t the Talmud, which coni.fts ot 
the Mlfa and the Gb<mm> The M>[»* ferves as the Text to the 
TalmVd, wherefore when I have quoted the ^ J fonder- 
ftood this Text, which is writ in indifferent good Rabbinical 
Hebrew but fo cWife that it is hard to be underftood unkfs we 
underftand the matter there treated of. , The Ghemara Serves in a 
mliiner inftead of a Glofs to this Text, but we may truly fav of 
this Glofs that itisworfe than the Text, not onely becaufei.t: 
rontains a great many dreams which are not in the Mina but 
bee ufe t is 6 writ inSldeein a ^^^^^J 
in quoting of the Ghemara the Mfna or the ■Text, of 'the Talmud 
I underftood this Glofs. It is often printed by it felf, the bell 
ISiS^jStarEdltUiD is that ot Holland, becaufe there has 
been no nts or vowels added to the Hebrew Text for the facilita- 
te tKe Sng The Tdn>«d has been oftentimes printed intirc 
in manv and otc of the beft Edition! of it ban ancient one 
rf^&S™* Volumes, we may obferve that there are 
?wo forts of TalmX one of^/*/"* and the other of Babylon, 
th ^fiTwhich is^helelTer was printed * Venice^ Bomber 

the Jews, fo that when we fpeak fimply of the Talmud w under 
ftand that of and when we quote the other we ufually add 

faeesof the Scripture wh ch are quoted in the TMmxd, where at 

there are federal Editions. 

Z^h the name of an ^^^^^^71 
taru on the five Books of Mofeu which the Jews looK upon as a 
v^Z SeM one™the?e ^ two Editions, one of M*m.»*te 
Other of Cremona, in Folio, 
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